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ABSTRACT 
Questionnaire data from 200 managers were analyzed. Hierarchical 
factor analysis found two general factors of competitiveness that were labeled 
Competitiveness and Self-Description of Competitiveness. Additionally, four 
specific factors were found: Affective Reaction to Competitiveness, Win, Beating 
Others in the Workplace, and Recognition of Performance. Analogous to prior 
findings with General Intelligence, this study suggests that the measurement of 
competitiveness will best be achieved through the measurement of many factors 
rather than items from only the general factors. 
The hierarchical factor analysis methodology used in this study was 
superior to the second-order analysis procedures typically performed in the 
literature because it allowed for the loadings of the items on both the first and 
second-order factors to be evaluated. The analysis was used to distinguish 
between the components of competitiveness and the components of achievement 
motivation. Results suggested that the components of competitiveness and 
achievement motivation have been confused in the literature, and a clarification 
of these two multidimensional sets of constructs is provided. 
Gender differences were found for all of the components of 
competitiveness but one, indicating that women score lower on most components 
of competitiveness than men. However, when gender and gender identity were 
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regressed on the component scores, no main effects due to gender or 
interactions with gender occurred. Gender differences seemed to disappear 
when gender identity was added to the model, but because of multicollinearity, it 
was impossible to determine which of these two influences accounted for the 
overall significance in the regression models. 
Univariate and multivariate analyses of the components of competitiveness 
indicated that there were different relationships between these factors and the 
other predictors and performance criteria included in this study. Few significant 
correlations were found between the components of competitiveness and the 
criteria variables. Additionally, the results of the multiple regression analyses 
indicated that components of competiveness did not show incremental validity 
over the other predictors used in the study. In general, components of 
competitiveness seem to be poorer predictors of success for restaurant managers 
than other variables. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
Vince Lombardi's famous quote, "Winning isn't everything, but wanting to 
win is" (Evans, 1985) embodies not just a football coach's fanaticism, but 
describes American culture. In school we compete for grades, awards, and 
scholarships. In sports, we compete for trophies and championships. At work we 
compete for titles, bonuses, and the office with the best view, and, of course, 
corporations compete with one another in the market place. There is a cultural 
obsession with competition and winning. 
In describing this obsession, Kohn (1986b) quotes various individuals who 
favor competition. For example, Spiro Agnew used assorted metaphors to 
represent a noncompetitive society: "a bland experience," "a waveless sea of 
nonachievers," "the psychological retreat of a person" (p. 45). Others writers have 
made statements such as: "competition is almost our state religion;" "it is an 
American cultural addiction;" and "resistance to competition is viewed as 
suspiciously un-American" (cited in Kohn, 1986b, p. 2). The belief that 
excellence and productivity would disappear if we ceased competing is 
pervasive. 
Being competitive may become a more prominent theme in business in the 
1990s as the U.S. makes a comeback from an economic downturn. Businesses 
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are not only becoming more competitive, but they are requiring that their people 
think more competitively, act more competitively, want to win, and beat their 
competition. It is not uncommon to hear an executive describe their company as 
being at war with their competition. 
Recent studies have conceptualized competitiveness as a 
multidimensional construct and have begun to explore these facets or 
dimensions (Gill, 1986; Griffin-Pierson, 1988; Lee, 1988). Various dimensions 
have been hypothesized to be a part of competitiveness. Gill (1986) developed a 
sport-specific measure of competitiveness that measured three components of 
competitiveness. These components were: Competitiveness; a basic 
achievement orientation toward competitive sport. Win Orientation; a desire to win 
and avoid losing, and Goal Orientation; a desire to work hard to achieve personal 
standards. Griffin-Pierson (1988) proposed two components of competitiveness: 
Goal Competitiveness; the desire to excel, the desire to obtain a goal, the desire 
to be the best one can be, and Interpersonal Competition; the desire to do better 
than others, the desire to win in interpersonal situations, the enjoyment of 
interpersonal competition. Lee (1988) investigated the construct of 
competitiveness and found two components: Competitiveness; the desire for and 
liking of competitiveness, and Competing for Recognition; a desire for the 
recognition that derives from competition. Several items overlap on various 
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dimensions of these measures. This suggests that the dimensions of 
competitiveness may be confounded with one another. Thus, this study will 
further explore what dimensions make up competitiveness? 
The study of competitiveness has grown out of research on achievement 
motivation. Personality theory has been less influential in the development of this 
construct. In his review of the history of motivation research, Weiner (1990) 
argued that individual difference measures were selected for study on the basis 
of a motivational theory and that how the variable related to or fit with other 
personality structures was not of concern to most researchers. Similarly, 
competitiveness has been susceptible to this; how it relates to or fits into the 
broader structure of personality has not been investigated. This raises a second 
point about the construct of competitiveness, it lacks a grounding in personality 
theory. 
A popular area of research has been gender differences and 
competitiveness. Many studies using college students have found gender 
differences across the various dimensions of competitiveness (Gill, 1986,1988; 
Griffin-Pierson, 1988; Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Spence & Helmreich, 1983). In 
Spence and Helmreich's work on achievement motivation, they consistently 
found that women score lower than men on competitiveness. Gill has found that 
women consistently score lower than men on the dimensions Competitiveness 
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and Win Orientation, while women score the same or higher on Goal Orientation. 
Griffin-Pierson has also found no gender differences on her dimension of Goal 
Competitiveness while finding the traditional difference on her measure of 
Interpersonal Competitiveness. For these patterns in the data, Gill and Griffin-
Pierson both concluded that gender differences reflect different orientations to 
competition, rather than women are not competitive. 
A second explanation for the consistent findings of sex differences in some 
aspects of competitiveness can be described from a social psychology 
perspective. A theme in social psychology theory is that individuals are 
influenced by their environment. In his theory of competition and cooperation, 
Deutsch (1949, 1962) proposed that individuals' perceptions and expectations 
would be veridical to their environment. Thus, he hypothesized that an individual 
placed in a competitive environment would grow to expect misleading communi­
cation, and a suspicious and hostile attitude from others in the environment, and 
inevitably develop an competitive persona. Following Deutsch's argument, it 
could be hypothesized that gender differences in those aspects of competitive­
ness would disappear in a competitive environment. 
Consistent with this perspective, the popular literature has proposed that 
working women are coopting the characteristics of working men. This could be 
described in terms of sex-role stereotyping. Women that adopt non-traditional 
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sex-roles could be described as taking on a masculine gender identity. This 
raises a question of whether gender and gender identity have independent 
effects on components of competitiveness. As evidence of this type of effect, 
Spence and Helmreich (1978) suggested that sex differences in achievement 
motivation were minimal and tended to disappear when gender identity was 
taken into account. A critical question, therefore, is whether gender or gender 
identity independently account for variation in the scores on competitiveness 
dimensions? A finding of this type would suggest that gender per se is not alone 
responsible for the variation found in the competitiveness scores. 
Another area to be explored in this study is the criterion-related validity of 
the components of competitiveness. Unidimensional measures of 
competitiveness have been shown to predict various outcomes, such as 
academic achievement, salary, and number of citations (Spence & Helmreich, 
1983, Sanders, as cited in Spence & Helmreich, 1983; Helmreich, Beane, Lucker 
& Spence, 1978). Contrary to popular belief, most of these studies have found a 
negative relationship between competitiveness and performance outcomes. 
Consistent with this research, Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, Skon 
(1981) conducted a meta-analysis on studies that included achievement or 
performance data while also comparing two or more of four goal structures: 
cooperation, cooperation with intergroup competition, interpersonal competition. 
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and individualistic effort. The weight of their evidence implied the superiority of 
cooperation over competition in promoting achievement and productivity. 
Although the data seem to be overwhelmingly against competition and 
competitiveness, recent personality research has suggested there can be 
differential relations between personality dimensions and performance criteria 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991 ; Day & Silverman, 1989; Hough, 1991). To date, there 
has been no research investigating the criterion-related validity of 
multidimensional measures of competitiveness. It is an empirical question as to 
whether all aspects of competitiveness are bad. The components of 
competitiveness may have differential effects on outcome variables. 
Current Study 
One purpose of the present study was to investigate the structure of 
competitiveness in an employed adult sample. This study proposed to broaden 
the present conceptualization of competitiveness by combining items from three 
recently developed scales measuring competitiveness (Gill, 1986; Griffin-Pierson, 
1988; Lee, 1988). A new instrument was constructed and tested in a business 
setting. The reliability, constnjct validity and predictive validity of this new 
instrument was assessed. 
This study also investigated how competitiveness related to other 
personality constructs. The research to date on competitiveness has not been 
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derived from broad concerns about tlie structure of personality. To accomplish 
this, relationships between dimensions of competitiveness and standard scales 
measuring personality and achievement motivation were explored. A measure 
of the five robust factors of personality along with two measures of achievement 
motivation were used to assess these relationships. 
Gender differences on the competitiveness dimensions were investigated 
in order to better understand the common finding that women score lower on 
measures of competitiveness. A standard measure of gender-identity was also 
included to investigate this finding. Finally, performance data was collected to 
assess how competitiveness relates to job success. The study investigated the 
effectiveness of components of competitiveness in predicting job-related 
performance outcomes. 
By looking at competitiveness multidimensionally, this study hopes to 
better understand how components of an individual's competitiveness relate to 
other aspects of their personality and what effect they have on work outcomes. 
Understanding the complex structure of competition and developing reliable and 
valid ways to measure it should help organizations best structure their work 
environment so that the most effective forms of competitiveness are encouraged. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Competitiveness 
The study of competitiveness as a personality trait has emerged out of the 
research on achievement motivation and Type A Behavior Pattern (Begley & 
Boyd, 1987; Helmreich & Spence, 1978). Competitiveness has been 
conceptualized as part of these constructs. It has only recently begun to be 
explored as a separate set of multidimensional constructs (Gill, 1986; Griffin-
Pierson, 1988; Lee, 1988). 
A separate line of research has investigated the process of competition. 
Social and educational psychologists studying motivation have investigated the 
social processes which induce competition and the effects of competition on the 
outcomes of individual's behavior. 
In this study, competitiveness was viewed as a stable, personality trait. 
Therefore, relevant aspects of personality theory and measurement were 
reviewed to provide a theoretical framework. The literature review also covered 
aspects of the achievement motivation literature and the Type A Behavior Pattern 
literature as they relate to competitiveness. Because the study of competitiveness 
has some roots in the motivational research of competition and cooperation, 
relevant aspects of the social psychology literature were also covered in this 
review. 
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Competitiveness Contrasted With Competition 
Competitiveness is a relatively permanent trait on which a person may be 
characterized. People can vary in terms of their competitiveness. Competition, 
on the other hand, has typically been defined in psychology in terms of the 
manipulation of the social processes that occur in a situation. Thus, competition 
has been described from the social psychology perspective. In an early 
landmark review of the literature. May and Doob (1937) reviewed over 700 
articles on competition and cooperation and concluded that two different 
theoretical bases existed for investigating competition: the social psychological 
paradigm and the personality paradigm. May and Doob noted that up to that 
time, most of the research had been conducted from a social psychological 
perspective. This dichotomy is still present today, although the lines of research 
have been blurred. 
Other researchers have differentiated the two areas using other 
terminology. Kohn (1986b) reviewed the literature and coined the terms 
"structural competition" and "intentional competition" to distinguish between a 
competitive situation and a competitive attitude. He described structural 
competition as having to do with an external, win/lose framework, whereas 
intentional competition has to do with the personality trait concerning the desire to 
be number one. Structural competition has been most often researched using 
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the Prisoner's Dilemma Game (Pepitone, 1980). Eleven hundred studies were 
referenced through 1970 by Wrightsman, O'Connor, and Baker (1972) 
investigating cooperation and competition in a mixed-motive game. 
Definitions of Competitiveness 
Definitions of the social process of competition have influenced the trait 
definition of competitiveness. May and Doob (1937) defined competition as 
behavior of groups or individuals striving to achieve the same scarce goal while 
they are prevented by the rules of the situation from achieving the goal in equal 
amounts. Deutsch (1949) defined competitive situations as ones in which goal 
attainment by one of a number of individuals precludes attainment by the 
remaining individuals. Stockdale, Galejs, and Wolins (1983) defined competition 
as "attaining a goal in a social situation in which the remaining individuals are 
excluded from achieving the goal" (p. 742). 
Competitiveness has been defined as an attitude that develops as a result 
of a discrepancy between the level of achievement and the level of aspiration. 
This attitude produces a state in which the attitude toward competing 
overbalances possible conflicting attitudes toward cooperation (May and Doob, 
1937). Helmreich and Spence (1978) viewed competitiveness as a part of 
achievement motivation and defined it as the desire to win in interpersonal 
situations. After reviewing the various definitions of competition and 
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competitiveness, Griffin-Pierson (1988) defined competitiveness as an 
"achievement motive or component of achievement motivation that involves 
interpersonal and/or goal strivings for excellence" (p. 6). She concluded that the 
major component of these definitions was the element of beating out other 
persons, but that goal attainment, especially as defined by Deutsch, was also an 
important part of the definition of competitiveness. 
Scales Measurino Competitiveness and Cooperativeness 
Wilson (1976) developed a questionnaire to measure cooperation and 
competition based on the theoretical definitions of Deutsch (1960,1973), Kelley 
and Stahelski (1970), and May and Doob (1937). Her final version of the scale 
contained 40 items, 32 items of which were retained after the factor analysis. 
Based on the results of 182 student subjects, a principal components analysis 
revealed four main orthogonal factors named as follows: Skill in Cooperation, 
Desire to Cooperate, Suspicion, and Ascendent Competition. Reliability 
estimates for the factor scales are reported as alpha reliabilities. Reliabilities and 
the corresponding number of items on each scale are as follows; Skill in 
Cooperation, .73, 7 items; Desire to Cooperate, .77, 9 items; Suspicion, .83,10 
items; and Ascendent Competition, .68, 6 items. The four factors accounted for 
41% of the total variance in the scores. 
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Construct validity evidence was attained by interpreting the relationship 
between the four cooperative/competitive scales and five factors from Cattell's 
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire. Cattell's factors deemed as most 
relevant to the cooperative/competitive scales and therefore included in her 
research were: Assertive, Tender-minded, Suspicious, Self-sufficient, and 
Controlled. A canonical analysis was performed to compare the two domains. 
Three main canonical variates were obtained. The coefficients were .66, .56, and 
.39 respectively. All were statistically significant beyond the .01 level. The first 
canonical variate included Suspicious and Self-sufficient on the personality trait 
side, a negative weight for Desire to Cooperate, and a positive weight for 
Suspicion. The second canonical correlation included Assertive, a negative 
weight for Tender-minded and Self-sufficient on the personality side, and 
Ascendent Competition on the Cooperative/Competitive side. The third pattern 
was composed of conflicting traits, the correlation included all of the personality 
scales plus Desire to Cooperate and Suspicion. A principal factor analysis with 
iterations of the nine scales showed similar findings to the canonical model. 
Another scale which measured attitudes toward cooperative, competitive, 
and individualistic social interdependence was developed by Johnson and 
Norem-Hebeisen (1979). This scale was developed for use in educational 
settings to investigate the hypothesized benefits of cooperative behavior on the 
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education of children. They examined the theoretical hypothesis that cooperation 
and competition are at opposite ends of a single continuum as proposed by 
Deutsch (1973). Their results indicated that the correlation between the 
competitive and cooperative scales was -.01. 
Throughout much of this literature, cooperation and competition were 
conceptualized as a single construct at opposite ends of a continuum (Deutsch, 
1949). Subsequent scale research has supported the independence of the two 
dimensions (Johnson & Norem-Hebeisen, 1979; Stockdale, Galejs, & Wolins, 
1983; Lee, 1988). 
Scales Measuring Dimensions of Competitiveness 
Gill (1986) developed a sport-specific inventory to assess the desire to 
strive for and to achieve success in sports. Her measure was designed to 
investigate sex and gender differences in sport-achievement settings. 
Specifically, she investigated the competitive orientation of males and females 
enrolled in competitive and noncompetitive physical activity classes. The impetus 
for developing her inventory was from the work of Helmreich and Spence 
(Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Spence and Helmreich, 1978, 1983) on 
achievement motivation and Martens' (1977) competitive anxiety work. She 
noted that despite the implications of Spence and Helmreich's work on sex 
14 
differences in achievement, investigating achievement activity in sport had been 
neglected. 
Gill's 32-item questionnaire and the Work and Family Orientation 
Questionnaire (WOFO, Helmreich & Spence, 1978) were administered to 237 
male and female undergraduates. Factor analysis of her scale revealed three 
factors termed Competitiveness, Goal Orientation, and Win Orientation. Internal 
consistency reliabilities for the resulting factors were: .94 for Competitiveness, 
.85 for Win Orientation, and .80 for Goal Orientation. Factor analysis also 
confirmed the four WOFO dimensions proposed by Helmreich and Spence; 
Mastery, Work, Competitiveness, and Personal Unconcern, although there were 
minor deviations in the factor structure that was found by Gill. 
A sex X activity class (competitive or noncompetitive class) multivariate 
analysis revealed significant sex differences on her three components of 
competitiveness. Additionally, a significant univariate activity class difference 
was found for the Competitiveness factor. The difference was due to students in 
competitive activities scoring higher on the Competitiveness factor than students 
in noncompetitive activities. There were no significant activity class differences 
on either the Win Orientation or the Goal Orientation factors, and there was no 
significant interaction effects. 
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Correlations between the Competitiveness Inventory scores and the 
WOFO scores indicated moderate overlap between the structure of 
competitiveness and general achievement orientation structure. The highest 
correlations were between the WOFO Competitiveness factor and Gill's 
Competitiveness and Win factors; .65 and .62 respectively. Gill concluded 
therefore, that competitiveness is different from general achievement orientation. 
Griffin-Pierson (1988) also investigated the multidimensionality of 
competitiveness. She developed an inventory called the Competitiveness 
Questionnaire with the purpose of evaluating the existence of the dimension. 
Goal Competitiveness, as a distinct construct from that of Interpersonal 
Competitiveness. Secondly she evaluated sex differences on the two constructs. 
She hypothesized that the traditional focus of competitive measures has been on 
interpersonal competitiveness or emphasizing doing or being better than others. 
This focus was hypothesized to make women uncomfortable, whereas the 
focusing on a goal, whether or not that goal may exclude others by the nature of 
the goal, may be a more comfortable expression of women's competitiveness. 
Additionally, her rationale was that previous measures of competitiveness had 
typically confounded goal competitiveness with the interpersonal dimension of 
competitiveness. 
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Her final scale consisted of 15 items and was administered to 195 
undergraduates. A principal axis factor analysis specifying a two factor varimax 
solution produced the expected pattern. Seven items comprised the Goal 
Competitiveness factor and eight items comprised the Interpersonal 
Competitiveness factor. The two dimensions were essentially uncorrelated, 
(r=.025). Internal consistency was assessed by alpha coefficients. For Goal 
Competitiveness, the coefficient alpha was .45 for men and .45 for women. For 
Interpersonal Competitiveness, the coefficient alpha was .75 for men and .73 for 
women. Test-retest reliabilities for the scales were .90 for Goal Competitiveness 
and .95 for Interpersonal Competitiveness. Mean score differences were found 
for this sample on Interpersonal Competitiveness with males scoring significantly 
higher. No sex difference was found for Goal Competitiveness. 
The correlations between the Competitiveness Questionnaire scores and 
the WOFO scores provide some evidence for the convergent validity of the 
questionnaire. Although the sample size was small, (n=35 students), the 
hypothesized positive relationship was found between Interpersonal 
Competitiveness and the Competitiveness scale of the WOFO; r=.62. This finding 
lends support to the notion that these scales are essentially measuring the same 
construct. Notably, the Goal Competitiveness factor was essentially uncorrelated 
with the WOFO Competitiveness scale (r=.07) supporting the view that the WOFO 
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measure focuses on the traditional aspect of competitiveness or competing with 
others. Scores were also correlated with the Expressivity and Instrumental scales 
of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence & Helmreich, 1974) with 
the same group of 35 students. The hypothesized relationships were found. 
Expressivity, a measure of female-valued traits, was negatively correlated with 
Interpersonal Competitiveness, but positively correlated with Goal 
Competitiveness. The Instrumental scale, a measure of socially desirable male-
valued traits was positively correlated with both Interpersonal Competitiveness 
and Goal Competitiveness. The PAQ will be described further later in this review. 
Construct validity was investigated by choosing three groups hypothesized 
to be high in goal competitiveness and low in interpersonal competitiveness. All 
three groups were women; scientists, professors, and swimmers, respectively. 
Sample sizes were small (n=67, n=52, n=7), but the hypothesized relationship 
between the constructs was supported. The results of the study do lend evidence 
to the view that competitiveness can be conceptualized as a multidimensional set 
of constructs and that some of the dimensions are gender-linked. 
In the same timeframe as the previous two studies, Lee (1988) also 
developed a scale to measure different dimensions of competitiveness. The 
scale was an initial attempt to conceptualize competitiveness as a set of multi­
dimensional constructs. A 46-item competitiveness questionnaire was 
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administered to 614 undergraduates (320 females, 292 males). Wilson's (1976) 
cooperative/competitive scales and a revised version of the Marlow-Crowne were 
also administered. Principal factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed 
on the data. The eleven factor solution was evaluated. It revealed two main 
competitiveness factors for both men and women: Competitiveness and 
Competing for Recognition. Alpha reliability coefficients for the Competitiveness 
factor were .90 for women and .87 for men. Internal consistency coefficients for 
Competing for Recognition were .48 for women and .53 for men. 
The two competitiveness factors were correlated .48 for women and .28 for 
men. Originally it was hypothesized that one aspect of competitiveness might 
reflect striving behaviors in which one would try to outdo their previous 
performance or be the best that one could be. Items were written to reflect this 
aspect. For example, "I compete with myself" seemed to reflect this idea. This 
factor correlated .25 with Competitiveness and .03 with Competing for 
Recognition for men. It correlated .34 and .20 with Competitiveness and 
Competing for Recognition, respectively, for women. This aspect of 
competitiveness seemed to be consistent with what Griffin-Pierson called Goal 
Competitiveness and Gill referred to as Goal Orientation. Both of these factors 
focused on a desire to excel, a desire to obtain a goal, and to be the best that one 
can be. 
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Lee found correlational analyses lent support for the discriminant validity 
of the construct of competitiveness as a distinct and separate construct from that 
of cooperativeness. Low correlations were found between a measure of 
cooperation (Wilson, 1976) and her two factors of competitiveness. The 
Competitiveness factor was correlated with the cooperative factor .07 for women 
and -.20 for men. Correlations for Competing for Recognition and the cooperative 
factor were .25 for women and .13 for men. 
Neither the Competitiveness factor nor the Competing for Recognition 
factor were viewed as being related to the aspect of competitiveness that was 
measured by Wilson -- a suspicious, hostile attitude, ready to exploit another's 
need (Deutsch, 1960,1973). The Competitiveness factor was correlated .08 for 
women and -.06 for men with Wilson's competitiveness factor. Correlations for 
Competing for Recognition and the competitive factor of Wilson's were .15 for 
women and .06 for men. 
The social desirability of the two competitiveness measures was assessed 
by correlating the scores with the score of each individual on a revised version of 
the Marlow-Crowne (Lee, 1988). The scores for Competitiveness were correlated 
with the social desirability measure .11 for women and .17 for men. Competing 
for Recognition correlated with the Marlow-Crowne factor .25 for women and .22 
for men. She concluded that social desirability does not appear to be important 
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in explaining the pattern of participant's responses on her two factors measuring 
competitiveness. 
Competition and Achievement in School 
A number of studies have evaluated whether competitive attitudes and 
competitive situations are helpful or hinder educational performance. These 
studies use a variety of definitions and measures. 
Eccles and Midgley (1989) point out that there are characteristics of school 
environments such as the use of competitive motivational strategies and 
normative grading standards that are particularly harmful to achievement and to 
achievement motivation. Within the context of education, some research has 
focused on the role of the classroom teacher and his or her impact on the 
development of competitive, cooperative or individualistic orientations or task 
motivations within the student (Ames & Ames, 1984). 
Families, schools, peer groups, work groups and even whole societies can 
vary significantly in terms of the relative emphasis placed on cooperative, 
competitive, and individualistic behaviors and attitudes (Mead, 1937). A great 
deal of research has been done on the effects of competitive and cooperative 
environments on performance in experimental settings (Deutsch, 1949; Pepitone, 
1980), as well as in classroom settings (Johnson & Johnson, 1987; Slavin, 1983, 
1987). Monsaas and Engelhard (1990) recently suggested the need for the 
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study of competition from a developmental perspective by longitudinally tracing 
the development of individual competitiveness over time and environmental 
setting. Their major contribution to the literature was to conduct research on the 
effects of two additional environmental settings; different from experimental 
(Deutsch, 1949) and classroom settings (Johnson & Johnson, 1987). Their 
research investigated the effects of home environment and talent field on 
individual competitiveness and found that individuals from home environments in 
which competitiveness was valued, modeled and rewarded tended to be more 
competitive. Furthermore, these two environments interacted in terms of their 
apparent relationship with individual competitiveness such that in some cases 
individuals may enter environmental settings with competitive goal structures that 
appear to be such powerful environments that other settings may become less 
influential. The interaction finding also raises a question about Kohn's (1986a) 
findings that competitiveness undermines achievement and suggest that in some 
fields individual competitiveness may be necessary to reach the top. 
Investigating other settings such as the workplace would be an area for future 
research. Gill and Dzewaltowski (1989) also suggest that not all competitiveness 
is harmful to achievement. They studied successful elite athletes and found them 
to be more performance or goal oriented and less win oriented than nonelite 
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participants. The findings imply that goal-oriented competitiveness is an 
important component of competitive achievement. 
Attractiveness of Competition 
Despite the implication of the above studies that competitiveness can be 
detrimental to performance and success, Riskind and Wilson (1982) 
hypothesized and found that for men, being competitive produced greater liking 
and approval. Riskind and Wilson coined the term "competitive paradox" to refer 
to the discrepancy between the public's high regard of competition and the 
general lack of empirical support for competition promoting achievement or 
success. Using male and female college students, they investigated whether a 
competitive male was perceived as more attractive than an uncompetitive male 
and found that competitiveness could lead to interpersonal rewards in terms of 
greater liking and admiration from others. They suggested that social value may 
explain why competitive behavior is maintained even though it is associated with 
lower achievement. 
Personality Psychology 
In the 1930s, Murray coined the term personology to describe the branch 
of psychology that studies individual "human lives and the factors that influence 
their course" (1938, p. 4). There are many different definitions of personality. 
Each theorist defines personality by the particular concepts that he or she uses to 
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describe or understand human behavior. A survey of the literature in the late 
1930s found almost 50 different definitions in use (Allport, 1937). 
Trying to list various definitions of personality would certainly be 
monotonous for the reader and is beyond the scope of this paper (see Hall, 
Lindzer, Loehlin, & Manosevitz, 1985). However, Hogan (1991) contrasts two 
categories of definitions of personality. He suggests that one category of 
definitions is concerned with a person's social reputation and has to do with the 
impression an individual makes on others. Personality from this perspective is 
public and relatively objective. It can be described in trait terms. This might be 
expressed by a statement such as "Jeff is passive" or "Jeff is considerate". In 
addition this usage tends to be highly descriptive and predictive in that we can 
forecast trends in a person's behavior. 
A second category of definitions refers to a person's inner self. These may 
describe the structures, dynamics, processes, and propensities inside a person 
that explain why he or she behaves in a certain way. This usage of the term 
personality tends to be explanatory. Conceptually these two categories of 
definitions are very different, and Hogan (1991) philosophically combines the two 
perspectives by suggesting that we use the hypothesized inner structures to 
explain or account for the person's verifiable reputation. He suggests that it is the 
failure by theorists to keep these two definitions separate that has led to 
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considerable confusion and is one reason why progress in personality 
psychology has been slow. 
Theories of Personality 
There are numerous perspectives or theories for studying personality. 
Following Hogan's (1991) dichotomy, the major theories of personality can be 
separated into two categories: personality from the observer's perspective and 
personality from the individual's perspective. The reader should understand that 
any categorization of theories of personality is arbitrary, and all one needs to do 
is review a handful of personality text books to prove this. 
Following Hogan, tvpe theories and trait theories are viewed to be from the 
perspective of the observer. Psvchoanalvtic. humanistic, cognitive social learning 
and interpersonal theories are viewed from the perspective of the individual and 
attempt to explain what people are like "way down deep" ( p. 880). 
Traits and Motives 
Personality psychology has never suffered from a shortage of theoretical 
constructs. Terms such as motive, trait, value, wish, attitude, goal, belief, schema, 
script, and need represent a mere sampling of the conceptual units that have 
been employed in the pursuit of understanding the human personality. Of these, 
the field of personality has primarily used two units of analysis: traits (or 
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dispositions) and motives. These correspond to the units championed by Allport 
(1937) and Murray (1938) respectively. 
Motives have been defined as a disposition to be concerned with and to 
strive for a certain class of incentives or goals (Emmons, 1989). Traits are 
descriptive units and account for repetitive, habitual behavior, while motives are 
invoked to explain directional behavior ( Maddi, 1989). Traits can also be defined 
as stylistic and habitual patterns of cognition, affect and behavior (Emmons,1989). 
Traits occupy a central position in personality theory. Modern trait theory 
originated from the work of Allport and Odbert (1936). Cattell (1947,1957) and 
Norman (1967) built on Allport and Odbert's findings. The present research takes 
a trait approach to the study of personality. 
One of the emerging issues confronting personality is mapping the 
conceptual and empirical relationships between traits and motives. Many 
theorists have called for a separation of theoretical constructs (e.g., 
Emmons,1989), but the validity of this distinction remains an empirical question. 
The present research therefore does not explicitly differentiate between the two 
concepts, and treats them as overlapping sets. 
Weiner (1990) makes a relevant point about individual difference 
variables, such as need for achievement. In regard to the theoretical links of 
individual differences variables to motivation research, Weiner points out that a 
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major problem for motivational trait concepts is that they took on lives of their own 
and were not linked back to the theoretical framework from whence they came. In 
addition, he notes that motivational trait constructs were not derived from 
concerns about personality structure and have not been related to broader 
personality structure. This study hopes to take a small step toward remedying 
that problem by including a global measure of personality, the Hogan Personality 
Inventory (Hogan, 1986) in addition to standard measures of competition and 
achievement motivation. 
Criticisms of Personalitv Theorv 
The discipline of personality psychology has been marked with 
controversy over the years. The study of personality flourished during the 1930s, 
1940s and 1950s. However, during the past 30 years, there has been 
considerable controversy surrounding personality theory and measurement. 
There has been intense internal debate. For example, trait theorists have 
debated the number of meaningful traits (Cattell, 1957; Eysenck, 1953,1978). 
Additionally researchers have argued over the appropriate research approach; 
nomothetic or idiographic (Allport, 1961 ; Holt, 1962). These internal debates 
have helped to advance the theory and study of personality. 
During the 1960s, writers of the behaviorist persuasion took up the debate 
by questioning the existence and utility of traits. This argument gridlocked the 
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discipline of personality. The fundamental assumptions of the field were 
questioned and limitations in predictability from trait measures were noted. One 
of the most influencial reviews attacking personality was that of Walter Mischel 
(1968). In Mischel's book, Personality and Assessment (1968), he made a series 
of statements that challenged personality psychologist's most fundamental beliefs 
about the consistency of personality and social behavior (cf. R. Hogan, 1991). 
One claim that Mischel made was that individual differences in behavior 
should be consistent across situations and overtime and that the literature 
provides no evidence for this consistency. His position led to temporal stability 
and cross-situational consistency becoming a focus of the personality discipline 
during the 1970s and early 1980s. This assertion that "behavior be consistent" 
has since been thought to be too limited In its focus and too vague in its definition 
of consistency (R. Hogan, 1991). As a result, a central issue emerging today is a 
focus on the coherence of behavior, rather than the simple consistency of 
personality: and coherence is being viewed as a dynamic feature of personality 
rather than a static feature (Buss & Cantor, 1989). 
Another claim by Mischel was that validity coefficients for personality 
measures rarely exceed .30. This claim has since been rebutted in the literature. 
Even Mischel (1984) subsequently has stated that trait ratings can be 
"encouragingly" related to behavioral indices when using well-constructed and 
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valid predictor and criterion measures. Current research is advancing along two 
lines. First, on the predictor side, the search is on for new assessment techniques 
and for improved understanding of existing techniques (see Buss & Cantor, 
1989). Second, researchers now recognize the need for taxonomies of 
extremely specific criterion variables. Only with an appreciable degree of 
specificity in both the predictor and criterion variables can a reliable association 
of the two be expected (cf. Barrick & Mount, 1991 ; Hough, 1991). 
The final claim of Mischel's was that personality measures explain only 
nine percent of the variance in social behavior, and therefore, situational 
variables must account for much of the remaining variance in social conduct. 
Situational variables then are more important than the person in determining 
behavior and should command our attention. The effect of this claim was to 
energize debate between trait and state theorists. Subsequently, Funder and 
Ozer (1983) have suggested that situational effects when converted to 
correlations may only yield coefficients on the order of .30 to .40. Currently 
researchers are investigating multiple forms of explanation in order to account for 
the variance in social behavior. Multiple levels of explanation are creating an 
integrative and wholistic focus. Other disciplines such as cognitive psychology, 
behavioral genetics and evolutionary theory, lifespan development, and social 
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structural analysis are providing personality research with new directions for 
explanation (Buss & Cantor, 1989). 
Personality psychology is just now recovering from these attacks by 
behaviorists and the intense internal debates. Mischel's critique of personality 
has now taken on a historical cast (Hogan, 1991). Nevertheless, these 
challenges are still impacting the perception of trait theory today. The debate as 
to the existence and utility of personality traits has left scars that are still evident in 
the discipline of Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Industrial and 
Organizational psychologists were quick to pick up the view purported by Mischel 
(1968) regarding the triviality of the "typical personality coefficient". Guion (1965) 
also argued that personality measurement was not useful for selecting 
employees or predicting job performance because personality tests were too 
easy to fake. Consequently, these point of view became the conventional 
wisdom of I/O psychology. J. Hogan (1991) suggests that these unfavorable 
reviews by Mischel (1968) and Guion (1965) are a major reason why until 
recently I/O psychologists had not investigated the utility of personality measures 
for selection and job performance. 
The "Big Five" or New Directions 
A second reason why I/O psychology has not been favorable towards 
personality research is that there was no agreed upon definition of what 
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constitutes personality either conceptually or operationally (J. Hogan, 1991). In 
the early 1980s, no well accepted taxonomy of personality existed. Cattell 
(Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) claimed there were 24 factors; Guilford (1975) 
claimed 58 factors. Each of the general personality tests purports to assess a 
collection of constructs that cover a major portion of the personality sphere. 
Fiske (1949) was the first to suggested there was consistency in the 
factorial structure of personality ratings. These findings were subsequently 
cooborated by the research of Tupes and Christal (1961) and Norman (1963) in 
the early 1960s. Tupes and Christal suggested that a smaller, more general, 
number of higher order constructs could be used to organize the diverse 
constructs tapped by personality scales. They defined five basic dimensions: 
Surgency (energy), Agreeableness, Dependability, Emotional Stability 
(neuroticism or l-E), and Culture. These emerged from a factor analysis of peer 
ratings and nominations. Norman (1963) confirmed the same five dimensions. 
Various researchers have labeled the five factors differently and this has 
created confusion within the discipline as to the structure of personality. Norman 
(1963) described the five factors as Surgency, Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Culture. Recently Dig man and 
Inouye (1986) relabeled them as Introversion-Extroversion, Friendly Compliance 
-Hostile Noncompliance; Will; Neuroticism, or Anxiety; and Openness to 
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Experience. Although different investigators have labeled the factors differently, 
the conceptual content of the factors is markedly consistent across studies. 
Goldman (1980; cited in Noller, Law, 7 Comrey, 1987) has noted that it does not 
matter how many factors are extracted or what algorithm is used in the factor 
analysis; the loadings on the first five factors would still be remarkably similar. 
These five factors have subsequently been labeled the "big five" (see 
Digman, 1990, for a comprehensive review). Depending on the author, the 
names of the "big five" are different, but the "big five" seem to hold up 
irrespective of who does the rating (Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981 ; Noller, 
Law, & Comrey, 1987), of how well the raters know the people they are rating 
(Passini & Norman, 1966), and of which factor analytic procedures are used to 
analyze the data (Noller, Law, & Comrey, 1987). There is considerable evidence 
that the "big five" are found when ratings by others are used (Digman & Inouye, 
1986; Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981 ; Fiske, 1949; Goldberg, 1981 ; Norman, 
1963; Passini & Norman, 1966; Tupes & Christal, 1961). Digman and Inouye 
(1986) suggested that there is enough data to now approach law status. The law 
being that the "if a large number of rating scales is used and if the scope of the 
scales is very broad, the domain of personality descriptors is almost completely 
accounted for by five robust factors" (p. 116). 
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Most studies have involved peer ratings by students in educational 
settings, however, studies by Costa and McCrae (Costa & McCrae, 1980; McCrae 
& Costa, 1985) and Noller, Law, and Comrey (1987) have used more 
representative samples of adults not enrolled in educational institutions and still 
found the five factors. In addition, studies using non-American and non-English 
-speaking populations have found evidence for the five factor model (Bond, 
Nakazato, & Shiraishi, 1975; Noller, Law, & Comrey, 1987). 
More recently, questions have turned to the structure of self-report data. 
Goldberg (1981) enthusiastically endorsed the adoption of the "big five" 
dimensions in the self-report domain. Subsequent empirical studies have found 
the five robust factors seem to hold up when personality traits are measured by 
self-report. McCrae and Costa (1987) found the five factors stable for self-reports 
when using an inventory designed to measure the "big five". 
As an extension of McCrae and Costa's work, Noller, Law, and Comrey 
(1987) conducted a study to investigate the number of factors needed to assess 
personality using questionnaires that were designed without conceptual 
frameworks involving the "big five". In addition, the self-report questionnaires 
were administered to a non-college student sample. They factor analyzed the 
three inventories; the Cattell 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF), the 
Comrey Personality Scales (CPS), and the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), 
33 
in the same matrix using the minimum residual method and a Tandem Criterion I 
and II Rotation and found five factors. Four of the five factors were similar to the 
five robust factors of personality found in studies using ratings by others. Their 
data provides support for the robustness of the factors by using self-report data, 
an unconventional data sample and different factor analytic techniques. 
Noller, Law, and Comrey (1987) suggest that any personality inventory that 
purports to cover a major portion of the personality sphere should at the very 
least, provide adequate coverage for the well established factors; the big five. 
They also suggest that there are other factors, which have less widespread 
confirmation, that should be included. Further research is called for, not only to 
provide additional information about the nature of these well-established factors, 
but also to add new ones to cover an ever-enlarging portion of the total 
personality sphere. 
The "Big Five": Necessarv But Not Sufficient 
During the 1980s, several researchers reported on the stability of these 
five personality dimensions across diverse samples including samples from 
different cultures. The heuristic value of the "big five" factors of personality for 
Industrial Psychology is reflected in recent major reviews (Guion, 1990) and meta 
-analyses (Hough, 1990) on personality and organizational performance in 
several sources. In 1991, there is considerable evidence that the "big five" are 
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adequate for describing basic dimensions of personality, but not for the prediction 
of job performance and other importance life criteria. Hough (1991) and her 
colleagues now believes that there needs to be more than the "big five" to predict 
important work and non-work criteria. For example, one change might be the 
separation of achievement motivation from surgency. In addition, potency and 
affiliation -- two components of surgency - appear to differentially predict 
performance outcomes. 
Other researchers are now asking whether the five factors are all that are 
needed to describe the important aspects of personality. When Digman and 
Takemoto-Chock (1981) reanalyzed data from six studies, they found that the five 
factors accounted for the domain across the studies, but there was some 
evidence that more than five factors were needed to define the domain 
adequately. Hogan, too has said that the "big five" are too broad and 
heterogeneous, and additional constructs are needed if the goal is prediction 
rather than description (1991 ). The present research seeks to determine the 
extent to which the "big five" can predict job performance and the degree of 
improved prediction that is afforded by auxiliary factors. 
The Validitv of Personality Measures in Personnel Selection 
Earlv criticism Since the 1950s, the conventional wisdom of I/O 
Psychology has been that individual personality variables are relatively poor 
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predictors of job performance. Hogan (1991 ) suggested that there are two 
reasons why this tenet was an accepted point of view. First there was no clear 
definition of what constituted personality; conceptually or operationally. 
Secondly, several influencial reviews were published that held unfavorable views 
toward the utility of personality measures. 
The early reviews of Ghiselli and Barthol (1953) and Guion and Gottier 
(1965) helped to shape these views, but probably the most important review was 
that of Walter Mischel (1968). Mischel's frequently quoted statement is that "the 
average validity coefficients for measures of personality were essentially trivial." 
Guion and Gottier (1965) wrote that "in some situations, for some purposes, some 
personality measures can offer helpful predictions. But there is nothing indicate 
in advance which measure should be used in which situation or for which 
purpose." 
Evidence of predictive validitv Early studies found small correlation 
coefficients between personality variables and job performance. There are 
several possible reasons that have been suggested. Holienbeck and Whitener 
(1988) suggested that there are theoretical and methodological problems with 
past research. They believe that role requirement between various occupations 
have been so de-emphasized to overlook the fact that different sets of variables 
will be relevant to distinct types of occupations. 
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Other researchers have investigated criterion dimensionality. Day and 
Silverman (1989) investigated the relationship between personality dimensions, 
cognitive ability, and ratings of job performance in a sample of accountants. 
They felt that cognitive ability may be the most important predictor of technical 
competence, but not account for aspects of the job that call for people skills such 
as how well an individual works with others in the organization. They 
hypothesized that for accountants, the dimensions of orientation towards work, 
degree of ascendancy, and the degree of quality of interpersonal orientation as 
measured by the Jackson Personality Research Form would show a significant 
relationship with components of job performance, beyond the contribution of 
cognitive ability. They identified six performance dimensions as important for 
success as an accountant; 1) potential for success, 2) technical ability, 3) 
timeliness of work, 4) client relations, 5) cooperation, and 6) work ethic. They also 
used an overall measure of success. 
Day and Silverman's results indicated that even with the effects of 
cognitive ability partialled out, the three personality scales were significantly 
related with at least three of the performance dimensions each, as well as the 
global measure of performance. The significant partial correlations ranged from 
.27 to .45; H = 39, ^  < .05. Additionally, hierarchical regression analyses 
indicated significant increases in explained variance provided by some 
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personality dimensions for some aspects of performance. For example, the 
results of the regression analyses indicated a significant increase in the 
explained variance for the rating of client relations provided by the personality 
dimension Work Orientation; F(1,41 ) = 6.60, p= .01. They concluded that job-
relevant aspects of personality are significant predictors of job performance 
above what can be predicted by cognitive ability measures alone when carefully 
matched with the appropriate occupation and organization. 
In addition to individual studies, there have been a number of recent 
reviews showing significant correlations between personality scales and job-
relevant criteria (Kamp & Hough, 1986; Mount & Barrett, 1991; Hough, Eaton, 
Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990). For example, Hough, Eaton, Dun nette, Kamp, 
and McCloy (1990) developed a taxonomy of temperament constructs and a 
taxonomy for criteria. One of the most relevant findings for the present study is 
that the highest validities were found with the scales of achievement motivation. 
Overall job performance was predicted by achievement motivation and locus of 
control but not by other facets of the "big five". The average correlation for both is 
.19 (not corrected for unreliability or restriction of range). Sales effectiveness and 
effort were also predicted by achievement motivation. In conclusion they found 
that different job performance constructs are predicted by different personality 
constructs but at a low level of relationship. 
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Personality Inventories 
Hoaan Personality Inventory 
According to Jackson and Paunonen (1980) multiscale temperament 
inventories are the most numerous of all types of published tests. One of these, 
the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; Hogan, 1986; in press), was chosen for 
use in the present research due to the new version's brevity, which made it more 
convenient to use in an industrial setting than longer questionnaires. The 
recently revised version of the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI, Hogan, 1986; in 
press) is a 206-item self-report personality inventory designed to assess seven 
dimensions of personality. Hogan described the seven primary scales as: 
Intellectance, measuring the degree to which the respondent is received as 
bright, creative, and interested in cultural matters and education; Self Approval, 
measuring self-acceptance and self-confidence along with lack of anxiety, worry, 
and negative self-evaluations; Prudence, measuring conscientiousness, 
responsibility, and dependability as well as their converse, risk-taking and 
impulsivity; Ambition, measuring energy level, initiative, leadership potential, and 
achievement strivings; Sociability, measuring extraverted and affiliative 
tendencies and their converses; Likability, measuring the degree to which one is 
seen by others as cordial, even-tempered, and cooperative; and School Success, 
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measuring the degree to which a person enjoys academic activities and values 
education. 
Two validity scales are included in the inventory; one to detect random 
responding and one to determine social desirability. In addition, six occupational 
scales are also generated from the same items. The six occupational scales are: 
Service Orientation, Reliability, Stress Tolerance, Clerical Potential, Sales 
Potential, and Managerial Potential. 
The scales were constructed rationally and empirically. The items were 
derived rationally or logically. They were combined into homogeneous item 
clusters (HICs) through item analysis. The HICs were then combined to form the 
personality scales through factor analysis. The occupational scales were 
developed using an empirical approach. 
The new version of the inventory has increased the number of primary 
scales from six to seven. Minor changes were made in the formulation of the 
scales. For example, the old intellectance scale was split into two scales, labeled 
intellectance and school success. Only the information for the original inventory 
is available at the present time. This will be reviewed here, given the lack of 
information on the revised inventory. 
Norms for the original version are based on studies of subsamples of over 
1700 working adults. Internal consistency or alpha reliabilities for the previous 
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six primary scales range between .76 and .89. The coefficients for the HICs 
range between .39 and .83. Test-retest reliabilities for the six primary scales are 
based on a sample of 43 men and 47 women undergraduates, tested over a four 
week period. Average test-retest reliabilities for the six scales range from .74 to 
.99. Test-retest reliabilities for the clusters range from .38 to .99. 
Validity evidence for the original six primary scales consisted of a 
compilation of construct validity evidence including factor analysis and predictive 
validity evidence. Raw score means and standard deviations are reported by sex 
and by race. Men receive higher score than women for Intellectance, Adjustment, 
and Ambition. Women receive higher scores for Prudence. Blacks score higher 
than whites on the Prudence scale and whites score higher than blacks on the 
Ambition and Sociability scales. Correlations between the six primary scales of 
the Hogan Personality Inventory and of the California Psychological Inventory 
(CPI; Gough, 1975), Holland's Self-Directed Search (SDS; Holland, 1971), the 
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB; Murray, 1984) and the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI; Hathaway & McKinley, 1943) 
have been calculated and reported by the authors of the HPI. Additional 
descriptive information can be found in the inventory manual (Hogan, 1986). 
Of main importance to this study is the Ambition scale. The primary scale 
of Ambition is composed of 28 items and has an alpha reliability of .79. The test-
41 
retest reliability for the scale is .93. There are five homogenous item clusters that 
make up the scale of Ambition: Leadership, Competitive, Status-seeking, 
Impression Management, and Generates Ideas. Factor analytic studies have 
revealed three factors: first is a factor comprised of Leadership, Generates Ideas, 
and Status-seeking items, second is a factor composed of Impression 
Management and Status-seeking items, and finally, a factor composed of the 
Competitive items. The Competitive factor or homogenous item cluster consists 
of five items. A representative item is "I like challenges". The coefficient alpha 
reliability for the factor is .54 and the test-retest reliability is reported as .89. The 
other four homogenous item clusters comprising the Ambition scale consist of five 
to seven items. The alpha reliabilities range from .54 to .80 and their test-retest 
reliabilities range from .53 to .87 
Evidence for the construct validity of the Ambition scale comes from 
correlational and predictive research studies. Correlations among the six primary 
scales show that a moderate correlation exists between Intellectance and 
Ambition and between Ambition and Sociability suggesting what the author calls 
the Leadership Syndrome. Men received higher scores than women on 
Ambition. Additionally, whites scored higher than blacks on Ambition. Ambition 
correlated .49 with Self-acceptance, .45 with Dominance, and .39 with Sociability 
as measured by the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1975). 
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Ambition correlated .49 with the Enterprising scale of Holland's Self-Directed 
Search (SDS; Holland, 1971). 
Criterion-related studies have also contributed to the pool of data in 
support of the original HPI. Some of the research groups used in these studies 
included: nursing aides, clerical personnel, Navy enlisted men. Navy 
researchers, fitness clinic patients, psychiatric hospital counselors, truck drivers, 
supervisors, and sales personnel. One study using a sample of enlisted men 
from the four armed services found a correlation of .65 between Ambition and 
rank (Hogan, 1986). Another study found a correlation of .25 between Ambition 
and a pass-fail criterion at the end of a rigorous, 42-week technical training 
school for enlisted men (Hogan, 1986). A measure of organizational status was 
also predicted by the Ambition scale (r=.48). In this study of a transportation 
company (Hogan, 1986), there were three levels of organizational status; truck 
drivers (n=56), truck driver supervisors (n=186), and the supervisors' supervisors 
(n=78). A canonical correlation between the homogenous item clusters and the 
status index was .97. The Competitive cluster of the Ambition scale was reported 
as correlating .53 with the status index. It should be noted that every scale on the 
HPI correlated with status. The most powerful predictor of status was the 
Adjustment scale; described as organized, energetic, consistent, and productive, 
(r=.57) followed by Ambition (r=.48). Performance ratings have also been 
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evaluated and predicted by the HP). Total dollar revenue generated over a 12 
-month period and supervisors' ratings for overall sales performance were used 
as criteria in a study of sales personnel of a transportation services company 
(Hogan, 1986). A number of item clusters for each primary scale significantly 
correlated with each criterion measure. Using a regression approach, it was 
found that Intellectance (the Good Memory cluster), Adjustment (the Not Self 
-focused cluster), Ambition (the Appearance and Impression Management 
clusters), and Likeability (the Caring cluster) correlated .53 with dollar revenue 
and .34 with supervisors' ratings (Hogan, 1986). 
Constructs Related to Competitiveness 
Tvoe A Behavior Pattern 
The effects of competitiveness on health, particularly as it manifests 
through the Type A behavior typology has been an active area of research. The 
Type A construct and its purported link with coronary heart disease is one of the 
better known research topics in health psychology (Evans, 1990). Research, 
theory, and clinical attention span a period of almost 30 years. Currently, there is 
controversy in the literature. The two main controversies stem around the way 
that Type A Behavior Pattern (TABP) has been measured and lack of agreement 
of whether that main construct creates negative effects on health. Despite the 
debate, it is useful to review the construct of Type A and its relationship to 
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competitiveness. In addition, some of the major findings relating Type A to 
outcome variables will be reviewed. 
The Type A construct was invented by two cardiologists, Friedman and 
Rosenman, to describe a certain type of individual that they believed was over-
represented in their clinical practice (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). A Type A 
person was seen as having a competitive craving for achievement and 
recognition, a tendency toward hostility and aggression, and a sense of extreme 
time urgency and impatience. Some typical behaviors and characteristics are 
that the Type A individual sees goals and challenges everywhere, wants to win 
every game in life, speaks fast, acts fast, intermpts or manifests impatient 
gestures when faced with slow people, and tends to measure success in terms of 
material gains. 
Originally Type A was assessed using a structured interview (Friedman & 
Rosenman, 1974). Type A has been most widely measured by the Jenkins 
Activity Scale (JAS) (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1980) although there are other self-
report measures. The JAS has four major components: the Type A scale. Factor 
S (Speed and Impatience), Factor J (Job Involvement), and Factor H (Hard-
Driving and Competitive). It is worth noting that the Structured Interview and the 
JAS seldom exceed 10% shared variance and many researchers have explicitly 
cautioned that they should not be seen as substitute measures (Mayes, Si me & 
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Ganster, 1984). As the studies have continued TABP has been studied less 
frequently as a composite. The individual components are receiving research 
attention. 
Type A behavior has been linked to feelings of personal failure among 
successful, middle-aged professionals (Burke & Deszca, 1982). Matteson, 
Ivancevich, & Smith, 1984) noted its association with job stress and a variety of 
health complaints. Moreover, it appears to have an adverse effect on the family 
life of job incumbents (Burke, Weir, & DuWors, 1979). Few studies have 
investigated its relationship to objective work outcomes, such as financial indices 
of performance. 
One such study, by Begley and Boyd (1987) investigated differential 
personality attributes of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs and whether there 
were related financial indicators. They compared entrepreneurs, people who 
had founded their own enterprise, with non-entrepreneurs, chief executives who 
were running a small business they did not found, using the Jenkins Activity 
Survey (JAS) as a measure of psychological characteristics. Founders were 
more highly Type A, older, and less educated than non-founders. In addition, 
founder-mn companies grew faster. The most consistent, statistically significant 
finding showed that for non-founders the competitive JAS subscale was positively 
correlated with each of the four financial indicators; growth rate, profit as a 
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percent of sales, profit trend, and return on investment. Among founders, this 
factor showed no effects at all. 
Among their conclusions, Begley and Boyd suggested that one possible 
explanation for the difference in effects of competitiveness between founders and 
non-founders could be that entrepreneurs have no direct competitors. They are 
not competing with other persons on the job and their benchmarks are internally 
derived while those in larger, established businesses may be more preoccupied 
with hierarchical rivalries. 
Achievement Motivation 
Earlv Conceptualization of Need for Achievement 
Achievement motivation is a broad area of study. The term has been used 
to describe the personal striving of individuals to attain goals within their social 
environment. Murray (1938) was the first to propose the concept of the need to 
achieve (n Ach) as one of many needs which in combination serve to make up 
the basic structure of personality. He defined the need to achieve as the "desire 
or the tendency to do things as rapidly and/or as well as possible" (p. 164). Basic 
to the concept is the need to surpass some standard. 
Murray developed a projective test called the Thematic Apperception Test 
(TAT) to measure the needs postulated by his theory. The TAT consists of a 
series of ambiguous pictures containing one or more persons. The person taking 
47 
the test is then asked to create stories about the pictures. These stories are then 
coded for the presence of imagery related to the need. 
McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell (1953) adapted the concept of the 
need to achieve and defined it as "competition with a standard of excellence". 
They constructed a version of the TAT to specifically elicit achievement imagery. 
A coding scheme was developed for ten subcategories of achievement related 
imagery and the result of the codings were combined into a single score. 
There is much research showing that the need to achieve as measured by 
the TAT is related to important outcomes. McClelland (1965) showed that it was 
predictive of choice of entrepreneurial occupations in business. Of those in 
entrepreneurial occupations, 60% had been high in n Ach as college freshmen 
while only 41% of those in non-entrepreneurial occupations scored high on the n 
Ach measure. In a study of relationships between personality and managerial 
success, McClelland and Boyatzis (1982) found that high n Ach was associated 
with managerial success at lower levels of non-technical management jobs but 
not a higher levels. They thought that this may be due to the fact that in lower 
levels of management, promotion depends more on individual accomplishment 
while higher levels of management, promotion depends on ability to manage 
others. 
48 
Criticisms liave been leveled at the method of measurement of n Ach by 
the TAT. The measure has shown low test-retest reliability and low validity 
(Klinger, 1967; Entwisle, 1972). The test is also difficult to administer and score. 
As a result of these problems several researchers developed objective measures 
(Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Jackson, Ahmed, & Heapy, 1976). Overall, there are 
a plethora of measures of n Ach. In a review in 1977, Fineman listed 22 
measures of n Ach: six projective, five major personality inventories with n Ach 
subscales (e.g. the California Psychological Inventory) and eleven 
questionnaires. 
Need for Achievement and Competitiveness 
Even from McClelland's early conceptualization, competitiveness was 
proposed to be an aspect of achievement motivation. Until the mid 1970s, most 
need achievement researchers measured achievement motivation as a unitary 
construct and were not concerned with identifying its specific dimensions. One 
reason for this is probably because of the reliance on the Thematic Apperception 
Test (TAT) as the prefered method of measurement by the early researchers. 
After more objective measures were developed and more sophisticated 
psychometric techniques, such as factor analysis became popular, 
competitiveness was commonly incorporated and verified as a dimension of n 
Ach. 
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Jackson et al. (1976) were the first to question the view of achievement 
motivation as a unitary construct. This lead them to develop one of the first 
multifactorial self-report measures of achievement motivation. Through factor 
analysis, six factors were defined: status with experts, acquisitiveness, 
achievement via independence, status with peers, competitiveness, and concern 
for excellence. A second order factor analysis was then performed and three 
additional higher order factors were found. The first second order factor 
combined acquisitiveness, achievement via independence, and competitiveness. 
The second factor combined status with peers and status with experts. The third 
factor combined achievement via independence and concern for excellence. 
Helmreich and Spence (1978) also developed a multidimensional 
measure of achievement motivation and attitudes toward family and career called 
the Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire (WOFO). One of their 
dimensions measured competitiveness. Factor analysis of the items has yielded 
four similar factors for each sex; Mastery - the desire for challenge and meeting 
internal standards of excellence. Work - the desire to work hard and do a good 
job. Competitiveness - the desire to succeed in competitive, interpersonal 
situations, and Personal Unconcern - attitudes about the possible negative 
consequences of achievement. A second order factor analysis of the rotated 
factor scores yielded two major factors; one combining Work, Mastery, and 
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Competitiveness, and the second combining Competitiveness and Personal 
Unconcern. Spence and Helmreich (1983) later noted that the Personal 
Unconcern score had not been useful and does not recommend its use. 
Internal consistency was obtained on a college student sample and 
analyzed separately for 851 females and 607 males. Helmreich and Spence 
reported coefficient alpha reliabilities ranging from .50 for both sexes on personal 
unconcern to .76 and .72 for competitiveness in males and females, respectively. 
Norms for males and females are reported in their manuscript describing the 
development of the scale (Helmreich & Spence, 1978). Items were factor 
analyzed separately for female and male college students using a principal axis 
analysis with oblique rotation. The factor analysis yielded four similar factors for 
males and females; Mastery, Work, Competitiveness, and Personal Unconcern. 
Correlations between measures of academic performance of college 
students, income of male business persons, and number of citations to published 
work of male scientists were all found to exhibit the same pattern on the WOFO 
dimensions: highest attainment was by those high on a combined Work-Mastery 
scale, but low on the Competitiveness scale. Those who were scored low in 
Work-Mastery, and higher in Competitiveness were associated with greater 
income and greater academic performance. A relevant finding to the current 
study is that in their study of scientists (Helmreich, Beane, Lucker & Spence, 
51 
1978), they reported that competitiveness suppressed the citation measure, but 
that it increased the productivity measure of number of publications. They 
concluded that publications and citations must tap into different facets of 
achievement behavior. 
Investigations of competitiveness in the area of achievement motivation 
have been plagued by the lack of consensus on definitions and measures (Griffin-
Pierson, 1988). Cassidy and Lynn (1989) recognized the disparity of the current 
measures of n Ach with regard to the various and different factors they measure. 
This led them to develop a new measure of achievement motivation. It is 
modelled after existing measures and draws together most of the frequently 
publicized factors from previous sources. In reviewing the literature, they found 
that two factors have dominated the area over the years; McClelland's "pursuit of 
excellence" concept (Exc) (McClelland et al., 1953) and the concept of Work 
Ethical (WE) (Weber, 1904). In addition, four other factors were cited enough to 
warrant inclusion in their measure. These factors are: status aspiration, 
competitiveness, acquisitiveness for money and material wealth, and mastery. 
Competitiveness was described as the enjoyment of competition with others with 
the ultimate goal of winning. It was differentiated from McClelland's Exc factor in 
that it focused on competition with others rather than with one's own standard of 
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excellence. Jackson et al. (1976) and Spence & Helmreich (1983) were sources 
for their items. 
Goal Theory of Motivation 
Other areas of motivation have relevance for the study of competitiveness. 
Achievement motivation has almost been synonymous with all motivation 
research and Weiner (1990) identifies a new approach to achievement motivation 
that is vying for a dominant role with the need for achievement and causal 
ascriptions. This approach is sometimes called "goal theory" and embraces 
thoughts about the goals for which one is striving. It includes the linked concepts 
of ego-involvement, task-involvement, competitive reward structures, social 
comparison as the indicator of success, and ability attributions. Weiner 
pronounced this to be a major new direction, one that would pull together 
different aspects of achievement research. 
Research on the motivational states of task-involvement and ego-
involvement have led researchers to hypothesize trait characteristics equivalent 
to the motivational states (Nicholls, 1989). Nicholls distinguished between task-
versus ego-involvement and task- versus ego-orientation. The traits were defined 
as individual differences in proneness to utilize one or the other type of 
involvement. Recent research examining the differences in study strategies of 
task-oriented and ego-oriented junior high students suggests that stable 
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individual differences can be found utilizing these constructs (Nolen, 1988). 
Nicholls (1989) stated that Spence and Helmreich's Work, Mastery, and 
Competitiveness scales makes essentially the same distinction as that between 
task- and ego-orientation. This study will use the Motivational Orientation Scales 
(Nicholls, 1989) in order to compare the traits of task- and ego-orientation with 
trait components of competitiveness as indexed by standard measures of 
competitiveness and by those competitiveness measures derived from the 
present research. 
Gender, Sex Roles, and Competitiveness 
Sex differences and sex roles or gender roles are among the most 
important topics in the fields of psychology and sociology. The rate of growth in 
these areas has been impressive. Since the first masculinity-femininity test was 
published in 1936, the number of citations appearing in Psychological Abstracts 
under the terms "masculinity," "femininity," "sex roles," and "androgyny" has 
grown ten-fold (Lenney, 1991). 
Gender is a central determinant of a person's identity and relationships 
with others. A popular area of research has been competitiveness and gender. 
Several areas of study in psychology have found gender or sex differences on 
competitiveness. Gender differences were reported in the earliest achievement 
motivation literature (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell, 1953). Studies 
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investigating tiie dimension of competitiveness as a part of achievement 
motivation also show women consistently reporting less competitiveness than 
men when measured by the WOFO (Gill, 1986; Gill, 1988; Griffin-Pierson, 1986; 
Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Schroth & Andrew, 1987; Spence & Helmreich, 
1983). 
On the WOFO, Helmreich and Spence (1978) found mean sex differences 
for each of the factors except Personal Unconcern. A consistent finding has been 
that males are higher on Mastery and Competitiveness and females are higher 
on Work. Helmreich and Spence have found sex differences on the 
Competitiveness dimension in various samples. In a sample of high achieving 
male and female academic psychologists, as well as general university students, 
males scored higher on Competitiveness than did their female counterparts. 
Spence and Helmreich (1983) additionally found male business persons 
(graduates of a masters program in business administration, out of school 10 
years or less) obtained higher scores than their female counterparts. Other 
researchers have found this same sex difference on the Competitiveness 
dimension (Babladelis, Deaux, Helmreich & Spence, 1983). 
Likewise, the scales measuring dimensions of competitiveness show 
women self-reporting less competitiveness on various competitive dimensions. 
Griffin-Pierson (1988) found women reporting less competitiveness on 
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interpersonal aspects of competition. Gill (1986) found women reporting less 
competitiveness on two of her three dimensions; desiring to win and desiring to 
compete and strive for success in sports. Likewise, Lee (1988) found women 
reported less competitiveness as measured by liking to compete. 
In a review of the literature on cooperative behavior in children, Cook and 
Sting le (1974) found inconsistent results of gender differences in cooperative and 
competitive behavior. Many of these studies involved observing children's 
behavior while playing some type of board game. In the studies showing gender 
differences, generally girls are seen to display more cooperative behavior and 
less competitive behavior than boys (Vinacke & Gullickson, 1964; Lever, 1976). 
Other studies on children have investigated gender differences in 
competitive attitudes. Several authors suggest that males are more competitive 
than females. Ahlgren and Johnson (1979) studied data from 2400 students in 
grades 2-12 and found consistent gender differences on competitiveness over all 
grades with boys scoring significantly higher than girls. Lenney (1977) and Olds 
and Shaver (1980) similarly found gender differences. 
Inconsistent with these findings, studies that have stressed the importance 
of goal attainment in their definition and measurement of competitiveness have 
not found sex differences. Stockdale, Galejs, and Wolins (1983) studied 
preferences for cooperation and competition among 4th, 5th, and 6th graders. 
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These studies have found no significant gender differences in competitiveness 
with their competitiveness Instrument which emphasized goal attainment. 
Teachers also saw no differences between males and females in competitive 
behaviors. 
Results of studies investigating both competitive environment/behavior 
and competitive attitudes in children are inconsistent concerning gender 
differences. Some report differences, while others do not. These studies use a 
variety of definitions and measures of competitiveness which may partially 
explain this lack of consensus on the issue of competitive gender differences 
(Griffin-Pierson, 1988). 
In addition, no sex differences were found on Griffin-Pierson's (1986) goal 
competitiveness dimension while traditional sex differences were found on the 
dimension of interpersonal competitiveness. Thus, Griffin-Pierson (1988) 
concludes that when competitiveness is measured as a construct focusing on 
being better than others, boys score higher than girls and when the focus of the 
construct is on goal attainment, the sex differences disappear. 
In Gill's investigation of sex differences on her sport-specific instrument 
(Gill, 1986; Gill, 1988) the Sex x Activity Class MANOVA revealed a main effect 
for Sex and Activity Class on the Competitiveness Inventory scores. No 
interactions were found. Males consistently scored higher than females on 
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competitiveness and win orientation and females scored the same or higher on 
goal orientation. As evidence of validity, Gill found that the competitiveness factor 
was the primary contributor to the multivariate activity class difference. Students 
in competitive activity classes scored considerably higher than the students in 
noncompetitive classes on competitiveness. Neither win nor goal orientation 
revealed significant univariate activity class differences. She concluded that the 
lack of activity class differences on win and goal orientation suggested that 
individuals who are competitive may be competitive for various reasons, may 
approach competition from various perspectives, or may focus on achieving 
various competitive outcomes. As did Griffin-Pierson (1988a, 1988b), Gill 
concluded that sex differences on competitiveness seem to reflect different 
orientations to competition. Males and females may be similarly competitive, but 
focus on different outcomes. Thus Griffin-Pierson and Gill both suggest that in 
this society that is defined and shaped by male values, male interests have 
unjustifiably focused competitiveness on beating others. 
Sex-Role Stereotvpes 
With the increase of women in the workforce, many researchers point to 
sex role stereotyping as the reason for the glass ceiling effect for women and 
minorities (Heilman & Guzzo, 1978). The idea that women are either not 
competitive or less competitive than men is part of the traditional sex-role 
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stereotype (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkston, & Rosenkrantz, 1970). 
Furthermore, sex-role stereotypes appear to be transcultural (William & Best, 
1982). Investigations of gender differences and competitiveness lend some 
support to the idea that support for the stereotype is dependent on the definition 
of competitiveness (Gill, 1988; Griffin-Pierson, 1988). When competitiveness is 
defined as the desire to do better than others, empirical evidence supports the 
stereotype that males are more competitive than females. 
Several attempts have been made to develop self-report instruments to 
measure sex-role identification. Currently, the most widely used scales of sex-
typing are the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) and the Personal Attributes 
Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Both scales label instrumental 
agentic traits as Masculine and expressive nurturant traits as Feminine. The PAQ 
will be used in this study and is described more fully in the Methods section. 
The Masculinity scale is composed of items measuring personal 
characteristics considered socially desirable for either sex but which are 
commonly believed to more strongly possessed by males. The Femininity scale 
is similarly constructed of characteristics which females are believed to exhibit 
more strongly. The M-F scale consists of characteristics for which social 
desirability varies by gender (e.g. dominance is judged desirable in males while 
submission, its bipolar opposite, is desirable in females). 
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Reliability data on the PAQ consist of Cronbach alphas computed for a 
sample of college students. Alphas were .85, .82, and .78 for M, F, and M-F, 
respectively. No test-retest reliability figures were reported. 
Though initially described as a measure of masculinity and femininity 
derived from the dualistic view of sex role stereotyping, Spence (1984) more 
recently described the PAQ as a measure of gender identity, which is best 
conceptualized as a multifactorial construct. This view is based on the findings of 
numerous studies (e.g., Bem, 1974; Wakefield, Sasek, Friedman, & Bowden, 
1976) that report correlational and factor analytic results supporting a 
multidimensional set of constructs rather than one or two factors. Hence, it seems 
that early bipolar and dualistic models were too simple. 
Items on the M scale of the PAQ are described by Spence and Helmreich 
as being agentic, reflecting a sense of self manifested in self-assertion, self-
protection, and self-expansion. Similarly, items on the F scale were designed to 
reflect communion, a sense of selflessness, concern for others, and a desire to be 
at one with other organisms. The concepts of agency and communion are 
postulated to tap male and female "principles," respectively. The M-F scale is 
mixed, composed of some agentic characteristics and some communal 
characteristics, particularly communal characteristics marked by emotional 
vulnerability. 
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In studies of the effects of sex-typing, androgynous (high in both 
masculinity and femininity) and masculine sex-typed individuals appear to have 
the highest self-esteem and achievement motivation (Spence & Helmreich, 1978; 
Basow, 1986). These results lend support for the importance of instrumental traits 
in achievement orientation or at least the higher value placed on them by society. 
Riskind and Wilson's (1982) finding that competitiveness is viewed 
attractive by others appears to be consistent with the masculine sex-role 
stereotype and would probably not hold for women given that men are 
stereotypically viewed as being more competitive than women (Broverman, 
Broverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz, & Vogel, 1970) and that competitiveness is 
perceived as more desirable in males than females (Spence, Helmreich, & 
Stapp, 1974). 
The relationship between gender identity and achievement motives was 
tested by Adams, Priest, and Prince (1985) using a large group of high achieving 
military cadets. Analysis of variance confirmed that psychological masculinity 
and femininity were more influential in accounting for differences in achievement 
motive than was biological sex. Specifically, the more one attributes to oneself 
socially desirable masculine, agentic qualities, the higher one rates oneself on all 
four dimensions of achievement tapped by the WOFO. This is of particular 
interest since the mastery and competitiveness dimensions of the WOFO have 
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been shown to be valid predictors of real world accomplishment (Helmreich, 
1982). 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
Rationale 
There has been growing scientific interest in individual differences in 
competitiveness. The nature of this research has progressed from 
conceptualizing competitiveness as a unidimensional construct to more recently 
conceptualizing competitiveness as a set of multidimensional components. 
Competitiveness seems to be, in reality, a set of constmcts that have been 
described by using this one unitary label. The last few years have produced 
three multidimensional conceptualizations of competitiveness, each assessing a 
different number of components and having a slightly different conceptualization 
of competitiveness. Further, different components seem to include the same 
items, potentially confounding the factors and obscuring validity. One of the 
purposes of this study is to present a broader and clearer conceptualization of the 
components of competitiveness by drawing upon the author's work and other 
inventories measuring competitiveness. Standard measures of achievement 
motivation and a general personality measure will be used to help clarify the 
components of competitiveness. Finally the utility of components of 
competitiveness will be assessed by evaluating the relationships of the 
components with job-related criteria. 
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Another focus of this study will be to relate gender and gender identity to 
the components of competitiveness. Women have consistently reported that they 
are less interpersonally competitive than men, less desiring to win, and feel less 
positive affect towards competition in general. However, Gill (1988) and Griffin-
Pierson (1988) present evidence that women are competitive in achieving goals. 
They argue that women and men have different orientations toward competition 
and that women dû compete. Others (Spence & Helmreich, 1978; Adams, Priest, 
& Prince, 1985) present research that suggests that gender, or biological sex, is 
not the important factor in determining competitiveness, but rather when gender is 
controlled for, gender identity becomes the more influential variable. These 
findings seem inconsistent, and another focus of this study will be to explore 
gender and gender identity effects on the components of competitiveness. 
Research Questions 
Question 1 : What are the components that make up competitiveness? 
Question 2: How do the components of competitiveness relate to standard 
measures of achievement motivation and general personality? 
Question 3: What work outcomes do the components of competitiveness 
predict? 
Question 4; Will gender (biological sex) or gender identity account for more 
variation in the scores on the components of competitiveness. 
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METHOD 
Subjects 
The study was conducted in the Northeast, South and Central U.S. 
operational divisions of a large, food service organization. Participants were 
restaurant unit managers and their area managers. Each restaurant unit manager 
was responsible for the management and performance of one restaurant while 
area managers were responsible, on average, for 11 restaurants in a geographic 
area. Divisions were chosen based on accessibility and openness of their 
management to participation in the study. 
Questionnaires were distributed to 472 unit managers. Data were collected 
from 203 unit managers for a response rate of 43%. One subject was dropped 
because a random pattern was detected in his data. Duplicate cases were 
dropped for two subjects who participated in the study twice. The final sample 
contained 200 unit managers. 
Demographic information collected on the unit managers included sex, 
race, education, and age. One hundred twenty-five of the 200 unit managers in 
the sample were men and most were white (white = 181, other =11). While some 
respondents did not provide race information, other races represented were Asian, 
Black, Hispanic, and Native American. The typical unit manager in the sample had 
taken some college courses, but was not a college graduate. A summary 
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breakdown of sex, race, and college education is presented in Table 1. The 
average age of the unit managers in the sample was 31 ; the youngest was 21 and 
the oldest was 56. This compares with an average age of 32 years for all unit 
managers in the company (range 20 - 67). In summary, the data were 
representative of company unit managers, although whites were slightly over 
represented in the sample. See Table 1 for demographic information comparing 
the unit manager sample to the population of unit managers in the company. 
Questionnaires were distributed to 47 area managers. Twenty-six area 
managers responded to the questionnaire and provided performance ratings on 
their unit managers. The response rate was 55 %. Supervisors were asked to rate 
all of their unit managers. Ratings were made on 153 of the unit managers who 
participated in the study and whose data was useable. Additionally, ratings were 
made on 98 unit managers who did not participate in the study, but whose 
supervisor participated and rated them. 
Demographic information collected on the area managers included sex, 
race, education, and age. Twenty-two of the 26 area managers in the sample 
were men. Additionally, most of the area managers in the sample were white 
(white = 25, other = 1 ). The typical area manager in the sample had taken some 
college courses, but was not a college graduate. A summary breakdown of sex, 
race, and college education is presented in Table 2. The average age of area 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics comparing the unit manager sample to all company 
unit managers 
Variable Sample 
N % 
Company 
N % 
Male 
Female 
125 
75 
63 
38 
2455 
1510 
62 
38 
Race 
White 
Other 
181 
11 
94 
6 
3310 
655 
84 
17 
Education Level 
Elementary 
High School Grad 
Some College 
Bachelor or Post Grad 
1 
35 
52 
31 
1 
29 
45 
26 
58 
1109 
1424 
939 
2 
31 
40 
27 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding errors. Race and education do not 
equal 200 because some respondents did not provide the information. 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics comparing the area manager sample to all company 
area managers 
Variable Sample Company 
N % N % 
Race 
Male 22 85 289 77 
Female 4 15 87 23 
White 25 96 330 88 
Other 1 4 46 12 
Education Level 
High School Grad 6 23 79 22 
Some College 9 35 119 33 
Bachelor or Post Grad 11 42 159 45 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding errors. 
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managers in the sample was 35; the youngest was 26 and the oldest was 53. This 
compares with an average age of 34 years for all area managers in the company 
(range 22 - 55). In summary, the data were generally representative of company 
area managers although whites and males were somewhat over represented in 
the sample. Demographic information comparing the area manager sample to the 
population of area managers is presented in Table 2. 
Materials 
Survev Packets 
Each unit manager survey packet included a cover letter from the company, 
a letter from the researcher, an informed consent form, study instructions, two 
questionnaire booklets, two machine-readable answer sheets and a No. 2 pencil. 
The area manager packet included a cover letter from the company, a letter from 
the researcher, an informed consent form, study instnjctions, one performance 
rating booklet, fourteen machine-readable answer sheets, and a No. 2 pencil. 
Materials for Unit Managers are presented in Appendix A, while materials for Area 
Managers are presented in Appendix B. Answer sheets and pencils have not 
been included in the materials presented in the appendices. Additionally, all 
references made in the appendices to the participating organization have been 
deleted at their request. 
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Letters and Instructions 
The pacl<ets contained instructions and a letter from the Senior Director of 
Human Resource Development requesting managers' participation in the study. A 
second letter from the researcher outlined the purpose of the study, what was 
required of each participant, and the benefits of participation. 
Consent Forms 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of the 
human subjects were adequately protected by the use of the informed consent 
procedure. All managers were asked to identify their name, gender, age, and 
race on the consent form. Unit managers were additionally asked to provide their 
social security number. The consent form for both unit and area managers 
indicated that their participation in the study was voluntary, they could discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty, and that their responses would be 
confidential. In their consent form, unit managers were told if they agreed to 
participate they would need to disclose their name and social security number so 
that performance information could be matched with their responses on the 
surveys. In their consent form, area managers were told if they agreed to 
participate they would need to disclose their name and the names of their unit 
managers so that the performance information they were providing could be 
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matched with their unit managers' responses. Both forms indicated that no one 
from the company would see the survey responses or the performance 
information, the information would not be used to make personnel decisions, and 
after the performance information had been matched with the survey responses, 
all identifiers would be removed from the data. 
Unit Manager Questionnaire Booklets 
The unit manager packet contained two questionnaire booklets. Booklet 1 
contained achievement items from the Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire 
(Helmreich & Spence, 1978), competitiveness items, items adapted from the 
Motivational Orientation Scales (Nicholls, 1989), and the Personal Attributes 
Questionnaire (Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1974; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 
Booklet 2 contained the revised version of the Hogan Personality Inventory (HP!; 
Hogan, 1986, in press). A machine-readable answer sheet was included in each 
booklet for unit managers to report their answers to the questionnaire items. To 
insure subject confidentiality, no identifiers were included on the answer sheets. 
The order of the booklets in the packets was reversed in half of the sample to 
control for order effects. A statistical test to evaluate the effect due to booklet order 
could not done due to the decision to not number the answer sheets. The 
questionnaire booklets are presented in Appendix A. 
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Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire The Work and Family 
Orientation Questionnaire (WOFO) was developed by Helmreich and Spence 
(1978) to assess components of achievement motivation and attitudes toward 
family and career. Nineteen of the original 23 achievement motivation items were 
included in this study. These WOFO items represent three scales: 
Competitiveness (the desire to compete and to win over others, five items), 
Mastery (a preference for challenging or difficult tasks, eight items), and Work 
(positive attitudes toward work and a willingness to work hard, six items). Items 
were answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly 
d i s a g r e e " .  T h e  i t e m s  w e r e  p l a c e d  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  B o o k l e t  1  a s  i t e m s  1 - 1 9  
(see Appendix A). 
Competitiveness Scales Also Booklet 1 contained items from three 
competitiveness scales: Gill (1986), Griffin-Pierson (1988), and Lee (1988). Gill's 
scale consisted of items divided into three subscales designed to assess 
Competitiveness (a basic achievement orientation toward competitive sports, 13 
items), Win Orientation (a desire to win and avoid losing, six items), and Goal 
Orientation (a desire to work hard to achieve personal standards, six items). Griffin 
Pierson's scale contained 15 items designed to assess two components of 
competitiveness: Goal Competitiveness (the desire to excel, the desire to obtain a 
goal, the desire to be the best one can be, seven items) and Interpersonal 
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Competitiveness (the desire to do better than others, the desire to win in 
interpersonal situations, the enjoyment of interpersonal competition, eight items). 
Lee's scale consisted of 17 items divided into two subscales: Competitiveness 
(the desire for and liking of competitiveness, 12 items) and Competing for 
Recognition (a desire for recognition from competition, five items). Items were 
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". 
Competitiveness items from the three scales were intermingled and were placed in 
Booklet 1 as items 20 - 82 (see Appendix A). 
Motivational Orientation Scales Thirteen items were adapted from the 
Motivational Orientation Scales developed by Nicholls (1989) to assess 
achievement motivation. Items from the original scales designed for use with 
students were revised to assess task orientation and ego orientation with 
employed adults. The stem for each item was "I feel my day is most successful 
if....". Respondents rated the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly 
agree" to "strongly disagree". The 13 items were placed in Booklet 1 as items 83 -
95 (see Appendix A). 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire The 24-item short form of the 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ), developed by Spence, Helmreich, and 
Stapp (1974), was administered to assess gender identity. PAQ items are bipolar 
pairs of personal characteristics (e.g. not at all aggressive, very aggressive) on 
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which respondents rate themselves. The PAQ is divided into three scales, each 
consisting of eight items: Masculinity (M), Femininity (F), and Masculinity-
Femininity (M-F). Items are scored on a 5-point Likert scale with a high score 
indicating an extreme masculine response for scales M and M-F and an extreme 
feminine response for scale F. PAQ items were placed in Booklet 1 as items 96 -
119 (see Appendix A). 
Hogan Personalitv inventorv Booklet 2 contained the revised Hogan 
Personality Inventory (HPI; Hogan, 1986, in press), a 206 item self report inventory 
designed to assess seven dimensions of personality (see Appendix A). The seven 
dimensions are: Intellectance, Self Approval, Prudence, Ambition, Sociability, 
Likability, and School Success. In addition, the HPI contains two validity scales, 
one to detect random responding and the second to determine social 
appropriateness. Six occupational scores are also generated from the same 
items. The six occupational scales are: Service Orientation, Reliability, Stress 
Tolerance, Clerical Potential, Sales Potential, and Managerial Potential. The 
Hogan requires 25 to 35 minutes to complete. Items are answered as either true 
or false. 
Area Manager Questionnaire Booklet 
The area manager packet included a performance rating booklet. The 
booklet was developed for this study in order to facilitate the collection of 
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performance ratings. It contained items that asked the area manager to rate unit 
manager job performance and competitiveness. Included in the rating booklet 
were 14 machine-readable answer sheets for area managers to rate each of their 
unit managers. See Area Manager Materials in Appendix B. 
Performance Evaluations Area mangers were asked to rate unit 
mangers on the dimensions that are evaluated in the yearly company performance 
appraisal. Performance was rated on the following dimensions: customer 
satisfaction, human resource management, retail management, financial 
management and overall performance. The respondents rated the dimensions on 
a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from "Distinguished " to "Unacceptable". 
Competitiveness Ratings Area managers were also asked to assess 
their unit managers' competitiveness. They rated each unit manager on facets of 
competitiveness. They read each statement and rated how well it described their 
manager. Supervisors rated the item statements on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". 
Procedure 
Study Administration 
Distribution of Survey Packets 
Business constraints required the distribution of surveys according to two 
procedures. In the Northeast and Southern divisions, the division management 
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distributed the surveys to area managers. Each area manager received an area 
manager survey packet and a survey packet for each unit manager in their area. 
Area managers either had their unit managers complete the survey at one of their 
weekly meetings or let their unit managers complete them on their own time. In the 
Central division, survey packets were not distributed by the area mangers but were 
mailed simultaneously to each unit and area managers' home. Depending on the 
method of distribution, area managers mailed their group's completed surveys to 
the researcher in one packet or participants mailed their completed surveys 
individually to the researcher. 
Administration of Survevs 
Area managers who chose to administer the survey at their weekly meeting 
were provided with a script. The script elaborated on the same information that 
was contained in the letters, instructions, and consent form. See the Study 
Administrator's Instructions and Script in Appendix C. After the area manager read 
the script, each participant read the letters, instructions, and consent form that 
came in their packet. They signed the consent form before they began the study. 
For those unit managers who completed the survey on their own time, they read 
through the materials provided in the packet themselves. All area managers 
completed the survey on their own time. 
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Follow-Up 
The follow-up was conducted in two stages. First, a letter was sent 
approximately three weeks after distribution to all area and unit managers 
reminding them about the study and asking them again to participate and return 
their completed surveys. They were told if they needed additional copies to 
contact the researcher. Second, areas where the response by the unit managers 
was low were targeted for further follow-up. These area managers were contacted 
by phone or letter and asked to redistribute packets to their unit managers. They 
were then sent a second set of packets. In some cases, unit managers were 
contacted directly and sent another packet. Simultaneously, each participating 
division or market sent a reminder asking for managers to participate, (see 
Appendix D). 
Feedback Reports 
An individualized feedback report was sent to those participating unit 
managers who provided their name and address. Each unit manager received 
their percentile scores on the instruments and an interpretative report. In addition, 
each unit manager, area manager, division and corporate management received 
an overall summary of the results of the study. 
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Study Design 
Independent Variables 
There were several measures that were used as independent variables in 
the study. These include all of the inventories filled out by the unit managers: the 
three competitiveness measures, the two measures of achievement motivation, the 
measure of gender identity, and the measure of general personality. In addition, 
unit manager gender, age, and education level were used as independent 
variables and included in the regression equations. 
Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables in this study were job performance ratings and 
competitiveness ratings for each unit manager, unit financial performance 
measures, employee turnover, and quality, service, and cleanliness (QSC) scores 
for each restaurant. Area managers provided job performance and 
competitiveness ratings on each of their unit managers. Archival records were 
used to collect unit financial performance measures, employee turnover, and QSC 
scores. 
The unit financial performance measures included Cost of Sales, Cost of 
Labor, and Semi-variable cost for each unit. Cost of Sales is a measure used by 
the company to assess the product costs for the unit. Cost of Labor is a measure of 
the labor cost for the unit. Semi-variable cost is a measure of costs which are 
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under the unit's control (e.g. napl^ins, uniforms). Therefore, these costs can vary 
from period to period. In order to compare these financial measures across 
restaurant units, each measure was adjusted by the net sales for that unit. The 
financial measures were compiled from company files for the three business 
periods during which the study was executed (each period is approximately one 
month). 
Employee turnover was compiled over the same three periods. Turnover 
was calculated by taking the number of employees who left the unit during a 
period divided by the number of employees who were paid in that unit during a 
period. This number was multiplied by constant so that it was no longer a rate 
number, but rather represented annualized turnover for that period. 
Quality, service, and cleanliness (QSC) scores were also compiled for each 
restaurant. As part of normal company procedure, a quality control manager 
inspected and rated each restaurant on an approximately two month cycle. The 
scores for inspection cycles five and six for 1991 were averaged and used in the 
analyses. The QSC score for each inspection ranges between 1-100; a rating of 
100 was the highest achievable rating for a restaurant. 
Other Variables 
Months as a manager was used as a measure of unit manager tenure. It 
was compiled from company archival data. Area manager demographic variables; 
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gender, race, age, and education, were included to investigate performance rating 
bias due to the rater. No analyses of race differences were conducted because 
the number of non-whites was too small. Education level for area managers was 
collected from archival data. 
Statistical Analvses 
The data were subjected to a number of analyses in order to answer the 
research questions put forth in this study. Unique formulations of two analyses 
conducted in the study, the factor analysis and the internal consistency analysis, 
are not frequently performed in the literature and therefore will be described in 
some detail. Following a discussion of the factor analytic strategy and a 
description of these two unique methodologies, the specific questions addressed 
by the study and the analyses performed to address the study questions will be 
outlined. 
Factor Analysis Strategy 
The first two research questions regarding the components of 
competitiveness and how achievement motivation and general personality 
constructs relate to components of competitiveness were addressed using factor 
analysis. Because previous literature provides multiple and overlapping 
descriptions of the facets of competitiveness, and these facets seem to relate to 
components of achievement motivation, the factor analysis was performed on the 
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competitiveness, acliievement motivation, and gender identity items combined. A 
separate factor analysis was run on the Hogan Personality Inventory items. 
One reason for not combining all of the unit manager items was that the 
sample size could not support the large number of factors expected in a combined 
factor analysis. In addition, separate analyses allowed for an unbiased estimate of 
the correlations between the HPI factors and the factors that emerge from the 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity items. These 
correlations between the factors derived from the separate factor analyses were 
unbiased estimates of these correlations because the expected value of the 
correlations in a new sample would not change substantially (i.e. the expected 
value of the statistic is equal to the population value). 
If the correlations between the factors had been derived from one factor 
analysis, biased estimates of the correlations would have been produced. In factor 
analysis items chosen to measure each factor are selected so as to load highly on 
one factor and as lowly as possible on other factors. In a second sample of 
managers, because relatively few items are selected from many candidates for 
measuring each factor, the selected items would be expected to load lower on the 
one factor and higher on the other factors. 
This process of combining items into one large factor analysis is appropriate 
when evaluating the relationships between constructs. Assuming an adequate 
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sample size, one would expect more factors, but not different factors than what the 
original authors found in their factor analyses (assuming the original factors were 
derived from adequate sample sizes). If the sample of managers is relatively 
small, as is the case here (N = 200), one should expect considerable variability in 
the size of the factor loadings, but the factors should remain the same. However, if 
an initial factor analysis was conducted using a large sample size and a validating 
or confirming sample size was also large (M = 3000), the factors and the item 
loadings would be the same. 
Wolins Second-Order Factor Analvsis Procedure 
The factor analysis methodology used in this study is an extention of 
Wherry's (1959) rotation procedure. Wherry detailed the procedure for rotating 
general factors into the factor solution. Wolins (personal communication, April 2, 
1992) developed the necessary algebraic algorithm to apply this procedure to the 
analysis of data. It has only been with the advent of computer technology that the 
application of this sophisticated technique has become generally applicable. This 
methodology is unusual in that the loadings of the items on both the first and 
second-order factors can be evaluated (Wolins, 1982). The second-order factor 
analysis procedures typically performed and reported in the literature stop at the 
point of factor analyzing the oblique first-order factors. 
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An unweighted least squares (ULS) factor analysis was run to assess the 
first-order or specific factors within the items (Table E2). Next a new matrix, S, was 
created to obtain the correlations among the first-order factors (Table E3). 
Program A, Table E4, was then run to get the correlations between factors. 
Program A uses two matrices: the factor matrix, F, derived from the ULS 
procedure and the S matrix. This latter matrix, of the same dimensions as the 
factor matrix (F), has 1's, O's, and -1's in it. The non-zero entrees in a column of S 
indicate the items that best define a factor. Each column of S defines one factor. 
Three criteria were used to determine where to place the non-zero entrees in a 
column of S: 1) The loading of the item on the corresponding factor in the F matrix 
must be relatively high as compared to other loadings on that factor. 2) An item 
with a relatively high loading on a given factor must, if possible, load lowly on all 
other factors. 3) The content of each item selected for a factor should be similar to 
the content of all other items on a factor. 
The output from Program A, the TCORR matrix (Table E5), produced 
correlations between the oblique first-order factors. These correlations are 
analogous to those that would be obtained from correlating composites of items, 
defined from the S matrix, and then correcting these correlations for attenuation. 
This correlation matrix was then factor analyzed using an unweighted least 
squares (ULS) analysis to get the second-order factor loadings, T11 matrix (Table 
83 
E6). Program B, Table E7, used the F matrix, S matrix, and T11 matrix to derive 
the H matrix found in Table ES. The H matrix shows the loadings of the items on 
the first and second order factors. It was this matrix that was used to address the 
first two questions in this study. The programs and matrices used to run the 
second-order factor analysis can be found in Appendix E (Wolins, 1982). 
Internal Consistency of Factor Scales 
A second analysis used in this study and seldom calculated in the literature, 
was a reformulation of the Spearman-Brown reliability measure of internal 
consistency. This index of internal consistency excludes the irrelevant variance 
measured by the usual Spearman-Brown formula and is therefore an unbiased 
measure of reliability. When factor loadings are available, this index is more 
realistic in estimating the potential of a construct. 
Because most items load on several factors in addition to the factor for 
which it is targeted, the correlations among the items contained in one factor will 
generally reflect these other factors. That is, they will be too high. If one considers 
the variance that a set of items measure that is not related to the target factor as 
irrelevant for purposes of measurement, then the usual Spearman-Brown 
reliability estimate is too high. By estimating the average correlation among the 
items that results from only the target factor, a reformulation of the Spearman-
Brown formula can estimate the proportion of variance in a measure that is 
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relevant. The usual Spearman-Brown (SB) and the reformulated index (SB2) are 
compared for the reader below. 
The usual Spearman-Brown (SB) and the reformulated Spearman-Brown 
(SB2) were computed for each scale. The SB index conceptually is 
= Gr^  +Gp-
+a? + <5e'^  
where 
is variance due to one particular factor 
G? is variance due to all other factors measured by items 
included in that one particular factor 
is variance due to all other sources 
One might consider that the CTi^ is variance that should be excluded when 
calculating the reliability of a scale because it is variance that comes from items 
included in the factor, but due to other factors and not the factor of interest. In this 
way, it is irrelevant variance for that factor. 
The SB2 index excludes the irrelevant variance. It is estimated from 
the factor loadings of the items used to measure one particular factor, ai's. 
Conceptually, the index estimates 
/SB2 = 
Gr^ + ai2 + 
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and is computed using the following formula 
PaF 
/feB2 = n n^ 
1 +(n-1) (Zai)2 
n2 
For the present purposes, and generally when factor analytic results are 
available, this second index seems more appropriate, because it is calculated 
using only the relevant variance for that factor. Because it excludes the irrelevant 
variance, the second index is almost always lower than the first. A caveat is that it 
is biased upward when the same data is used for both estimating rsB2 as is used 
for the factor analysis (c.f. Cranny, 1967). 
Study Questions 
A major question to be answered by this study was: How many different 
facets or dimensions are involved in what we call competitiveness? A hierarchical 
or second-order factor analysis was performed to assess whether there were any 
general factors of competitiveness. The loadings of the items on the first and 
second-order factors were examined to determine the number of dimensions that 
make up what we call competitiveness. Factors were defined and measured. 
A second question was: How do the scales that emerge from the 
competitiveness items relate to standard measures of achievement motivation and 
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general personality? To evaluate the relationship between competitiveness and 
achievement motivation, the achievement motivation factors were intercorrelated 
with the competitiveness factors. In addition, the loadings of the items were 
examined to determine on which factors the achievement motivation items loaded. 
The relationship between competitiveness and general personality was 
investigated by intercorrelating factors from a factor analysis of the Hogan items 
with the competitiveness factors. The competitiveness factors were also 
intercorrelated with the author defined scales. 
Another question addressed in the study was whether gender or gender 
identity is more responsible for the gender differences that are commonly reported 
in the literature on competitiveness. First, the correlations between gender, 
gender identity, and the scales that emerged from the competitiveness items were 
evaluated. Second, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed specifically 
to determine if gender identity (PAO) interacted with gender to produce differences 
in responses to these scales. 
Before investigating the predictive validity of the scales that emerged from 
the competitiveness items, the question of bias due to the various demographic 
variables was investigated. Gender and age bias of raters was evaluated using 
repeated measures ANOVA where the subordinate's gender or age was the 
repeated measure for each supervisor. For example, to examine whether area 
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managers rate unit managers differently depending on whether their genders are 
the same or different, the repeated measures were the average ratings given by 
area managers to their male and female unit managers. Rater bias due to race 
was not investigated due to little differentiation in the sample on the variable of 
race, and education bias was not investigated due to low response by the unit 
managers on the education item. 
Another question addressed in the study was; What work outcomes does 
competitiveness predict? The linear relationships between the dependent and 
independent variables in the study were explored using correlational, regression 
and canonical analyses. Regression analyses were performed to determine the 
main effects of the factor scales on the dependent variables. In addition, the 
scales as scored by the authors were used in the regressions. If the overall 
regression model was significant, a stepwise regression analysis was done to 
better describe which of the predictor variables were responsible for the significant 
results. Regression analysis was also used to assess the moderator effects of the 
demographic variables on the relationships between the dependent and 
independent variables. 
Ancillarv Questions 
There were ancillary questions that the data would support that were not the 
major focus of this study. One question investigated was whether there were sex 
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differences on the HPI factors. First, the item means for males and females were 
plotted. Then, the HPI factor analysis not adjusted for sex was compared to a 
second factor analysis in which the item means were standardized and differences 
due to sex were partialled out. Another question was whether the study scales or 
the scales as scored by the author predicted the criteria better. Regression 
coefficients between each set of scales and the criteria were compared to answer 
this question. 
Data Clean-Up 
Each subject's data were checked for missing items. Subject cases that 
had ten percent or more missing items were deleted from the file. Missing items 
from cases that had fewer than ten percent of the items missing were replaced with 
that item's rounded mean. Three unit managers' data were deleted from the 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, and PAQ data file and six unit 
managers' data were deleted from the Hogan Personality Inventory data file. 
Analyses were run on 197 cases of competitiveness, achievement motivation, and 
PAQ unit manager data from Booklet 1 and 194 cases of HPI unit manager data 
from Booklet 2. 
For the purpose of factor analysis, the item frequencies were evaluated for 
the unit manager data. Those items on a 5-point Likert scale which were extreme 
were dichotomized and items for the HPI in which 10% of the unit managers 
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responded either true or false were deleted in order to reduce the extent to which 
factors arising from variability in item difficulty would emerge (Wolins, 1982). 
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RESULTS 
Factor Analyses 
Responses were obtained for 197 unit managers. The multidimensional 
nature of competitiveness was investigated using factor analysis. In order to 
distinguish the components of competitiveness from-ihe components of 
achievement motivation, a combined factor analyses was conducted on the 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity items. Study 
defined factors were then compared with the author defined factors. Additionally, 
a factor analysis was conducted on the Hogan personality items in order to 
compare the factor structure within this business setting with the standard author 
defined factors. 
Factor Analvsis of Competitiveness. Achievement 
Motivation, and Gender Identity Items 
The 119 competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity 
items from Booklet 1 were intercorrelated and a unweighted least squares (ULS) 
factor analysis was performed. Initial estimates of the communalities were the 
squared multiple correlations. The eigenvalues from the correlation matrix were 
inspected in order to provide information on how many factors to extract and 
rotate. Although the inspection of the eigenvalues is seldom unambiguous 
(Wolins, 1982), there appeared to be several breaks and the curve of the scree 
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seemed to reach an asymtote around the fifteenth root. Consequently, this 
evaluation of the eigenvalues pointed to a maximum of 15 possible factors to 
extract and rotate. Appendix E (Table El) contains the first 20 eigenvalues. 
Because rotation is relatively cheap, Wolins (1982) recommends that a 
range of number of factors be rotated and that the solution which allows for each 
factor to be interpreted be chosen. This procedure protects the investigator from 
extracting too many factors and after rotation labelling some of them as residual or 
unexplained factors. Using this process, the largest solution is inspected first and 
then one works backward until a satisfactory solution is found. 
Eight through fifteen factors were rotated using varimax rotation. The fifteen 
factor solution was inspected first, then the fourteen solution, and so on. To 
evaluate each factor solution, the last factor in the solution, or the factor accounting 
for the smallest variance, was inspected. If that last factor was not meaningful, the 
solution was eliminated and the next smaller solution examined. The fifteen 
through twelve factor solution's last factors were not meaningful based on item 
content. The last factor in the eleven factor solution was interpretable, and 
therefore the eleven factor solution was accepted. However, it was also clear that 
many items loaded meaningfully on several different factors suggesting the 
possibility of general factors. Table E2 in Appendix E shows the 11 factor solution. 
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The second-order factor analysis, previously described, was initiated using 
the S-Matrix presented in Table E3. From the 11 x 11 Theta matrix of angular 
cosines, three general factors were judged to provide an adequate solution. A 14 
factor, H matrix, was then derived which shows the loadings of the items on the 
first and second-order factors (see Table E8). The residual matrix from the H 
matrix (see Table E9), with specific variances in the diagonal, suggested that 
Factor 6 was largely explained by these general factors (specific variance = .17). 
Consistent with this interpretation, no loading larger than .35 occurred on Factor 6. 
Consequently, no measure of Factor 6 was derived. Although the specific 
variance for Factor 9 was large, .90, the loadings on this factor were small and not 
meaningful. This factor also was not measured. Overall, the distribution of 
residuals for this solution was felt to be respectable suggesting that the 14 factor 
solution was adequate to represent the data. The 14 factor solution consisted of 
three general, or second-order, factors and eleven specific, or first-order, factors. 
Examining Possible Sex Differences on the Factors 
The item means for men and women were plotted and examined. Figure 
El in Appendix E shows the plot of the means. Overall, the items tended to cluster 
tightly around the slope line indicating that men and women responded to the 
questionnaire in essentially the same way. Items were examined by rank ordering 
the mean item differences for males and females. Items loading highly on the 
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factors were not found to have large male-female differences. Sex differences in 
covariance structures for the factors were not explored further. 
Defining and Measuring the Factors 
The loadings of the items on both the general and the specific factors were 
inspected in order to define and measure each factor. Theoretically, a factor 
should be defined and measured with items that load high on that factor and load 
low on other factors. However, in a second-order factor analysis, it is expected 
that there will be overlap between the general and specific factors where an item 
will load highly on two factors. This overlap can be such that one item defines 
more than one factor, and a decision is required as to whether an item will be used 
to define and/or measure the general or the specific factor. In such a case, an item 
may be used to define a factor, while not being used to measure that factor. This 
procedure was utilized in order to better evaluate the underlying nature of factors. 
In all cases, an item was chosen to measure only one factor. 
The highest loading items on a factor were identified and interpreted. If an 
item was meaningful with the other items on a factor, even though it overlapped 
with another factor, it was used to define that factor. In this way, some items were 
used to help define a factor and not used to measure it. When items loaded on 
more than one factor, the factor that the item loaded highest on was chosen in 
most cases to measure the factor. In 13 cases, the choice was made to measure a 
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specific factor rather than a general factor because more items were needed to 
reliably measure certain of the specific factors. After items were chosen to 
measure the factors, scores were calculated for each subject on the factors. Unit 
weighting of the items was used calculate the factor scores. 
There were 12 measureable factors from the 14 factor solution. The factors 
were grouped in terms of their factor content. Six factors were descriptive of what 
has been called competitiveness in the literature, four factors were descriptive of 
what has been called achievement motivation and two factors were descriptive of 
what has been called gender identity. 
Components of Competitiveness 
There were two general factors and four specific factors that emerged from 
the competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity items that were 
descriptive of what has been called competitiveness in the literature. Each item 
being used to define and measure the factor, it's loading, and the original author's 
scale from which it was taken are shown in Tables 3 - 8 .These six factors can be 
described as follows: 
Competitiveness General Factor 1 One general factor that emerged 
from the specific factors had items that involve such attributes as doing better than 
others, believing winning is important, liking competition, and being recognized for 
high performance. Items representative of this factor are: "I feel my day is most 
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successful If I do my work better than my colleagues." and " Winning is important." 
This factor was labelled Competitiveness: the desire to beat others, win and seek 
recognition (see Table 3). 
Competitiveness General Factor 2 Another general factor that 
emerged from the specific factors had items that were "adjectital" in nature and 
mainly descriptive of competitiveness. The factor seemed to have a self-
descriptive interpersonal focus. It was labelled Self-Description of 
Competitiveness because of the number of items that were adjective ratings of 
competitiveness. Items representative of this factor are: "I am very competitive." 
(negative loading) and "I am comfortable to be noncompetitive." The factor items 
are presented in Table 4. 
Competitiveness Specific Factor 1 There were other independent 
factors that emerged that have been called competitiveness. The items and their 
loadings for this factor show that it involves the attribute of emotionality toward 
competition. Items representative of this factor are: "I thrive on competition." and "I 
get 'psyched up' when competing." This factor was labelled Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness (see Table 5). 
Competitiveness Specific Factor 2 The items and their loadings for 
Specific Factor 2 show that it involves the attribute of disliking or hating to lose. 
Items representative of this factor are: "I dislike it when others outperform me on a 
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Table 3. Item loadings on Competitiveness General Factor (CG1): Competitive­
ness, high loadings on all other factors, and the original author's scale 
Original item Item Content Factor Loadings 
Scale CGia Clb C2C C3d C4e 
Nicholls 
Ego 
86. 1 do my work better than my colleagues. M .49 
Gill Win 51. Winning is important. 
.52 
WOFO 
Comp. 
12. 1 feel that winning is important in 
both work and games. 
.5Û 
Lee 
Comp. 
42. 1 like competition; 1 would like to 
be the biggest, the best, a winner. 
.5Û .36 
Lee 
Recog. 
58. 1 compete against my co-workers for 
recognition of my performance. 
.511 
Lee 
Recog. 
78. When 1 excell at work, 1 want everyone 
to know about it. 
.5Û -.38 
Gill Win 53. 1 have the most fun when 1 win. 
.Û8l .43 
Nicholls 
Ego 
92. 1 get more recognition for my performance 
than my co-workers. .48 •âS. 
GP Inter­
personal 
73. 1 have always wanted to be better than 
others. •él .37 
Note, items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation fornnat appears in Appendix A. I 
feel my day is most successful If is the stem for the Nicholls items. 
aCG1 = Competitiveness: beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
bC1 = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
CC2 = Win; disliking to lose. 
dC3 = Beating Others in the Workplace. 
eC4 = Recognition of Performance. 
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Table 4. Item loadings on Competitiveness General Factor (CG2): Self-
Description of Competitiveness, high loadings on all other factors, and 
the original author's scale 
Original Item 
Scale 
Item Content Factor Loadings 
AGa CGlb CG2C Cld Gie A3f 
Gill Comp. 26. I am a competitive person. .37 .36 
PAO MF 109. feelings not easily hurt - are easily hurt 
PAQ M 105. not at all competitive ~ very competitive 
FAQ M 
Lee 
Comp. 
114. not at all self-confident -
very self-confident. 
62. I am comfortable to be 
noncompetitive. -.38 
PAO MF 96. not at all aggressive - very aggressive 
.48 
.46 
•.44 
.44 
•M 
41 
.54 
.47 
.38 .35 
-.44 
-.37 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
SAG = Pursuit of Excellence: to achieve personal goals through competing against oneself. 
bCGI = Competitiveness; beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
CCG2 = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
dC1 = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
6G1 = Lack of Masculinity. 
fA3 = Mastery. 
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Table 5. Item loadings on Competitiveness Specific Factor 1 (CI): Affective 
Reaction to Competitiveness, high loadings on all other factors, and the 
original author's scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
AGa CGlb CG2C Cid 
Gill Comp. 26. 1 am a competitive person. .37 .36 -.48 •M 
Gill Comp. 28. 1 look forward to competing. 
.51 
Gill Comp. 22. 1 thrive on competition. .44 -.36 
Gill Comp. 63. 1 enjoy competing against others. .37 .42 -.40 ÉS 
Lee Comp. 52. 1 get "psyched up" when competing. .40 .36 -.35 ÉZ 
Gill Comp. 60. 1 look fonward to the opportunity to 
test my skills in competition. .37 -.37 •âZ 
Lee Comp. 40. 1 am hard driving and competitive. C
O 
-.39 
WOFO 
Comp. 
19. 1 try harder when 1 am in competition 
with other people. .39 •âl 
WOFO 
Comp. 
3. 1 enjoy working in situations involving 
competition with others. .46 .41 
Lee Comp. 74. Competition excites me. 
o
 
CO 
-.39 .41 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aAG = Pursuit of Excellence; to achieve personal goals through competing against oneself. 
bCG1 = Competitiveness; beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
CCG2 = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
dC1 = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
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task." and "Losing upsets me." This factor was labelled Win; disliking to lose (see 
Table 6). 
Competitiveness Specific Factor 3 The items and their loadings for 
Specific Factor 3 show that it involves the attribute of beating others. Items 
representative of this factor are: "I feel my day is most successful if I get more 
recognition for my performance than my co-workers." and "I feel my day is most 
successful if I do my work better than my colleagues." This factor was labelled 
Beating Others in the Workplace (see Table 7). 
Competitiveness Specific Factor 4 One other independent factor that 
emerged related to what has been called competitiveness. Specific Factor 4 has 
items that show that it involves the attribute of disliking recognition or attention 
when doing well on a task or winning. An item representative of this factor is: 
"When I win I don't talk about it." This factor was labelled Recognition of 
Performance (see Table 8). 
Intercorrelations Among the Factor Scales 
Factor scores were calculated for each subject on the six factors and 
intercorrelated. The intercorrelations of the factor scales are reported in Table 9. 
General factor 1, Competitiveness, correlated relatively highly with all the specific 
factors, except Recognition of Performance (r = .29). This may suggest that 
Recognition of Performance is not as integral a part of the component set of 
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Table 6. Item loadings on Competitiveness Specific Factor (C2): Win, high 
loadings on all other factors, and the original author's scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
CGia C2b 
Gill Win 75. The only time 1 am satisfied is when 1 win. .37 •Êl 
New 59. 1 dislike it when others outperfonn me on a task. .46 .51 
Gill Win 77. Losing upsets me. .40 .51 
Gill Win 65. 1 hate to lose. •âl 
Gill Win 53. 1 have the most fun when 1 win. M .43 
WOFO 
Comp. 
17. It annoys me when other people perform 
better than 1 do. .36 •âl 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aCG1 = Competitiveness: beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
bC2 = Win; disliking to lose. 
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Table 7. Item loadings on Competitiveness Specific Factor (C3): Beating Others in 
the Workplace, high loadings on all other factors, and the original 
author's scale 
Original Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
Scale CGia C3b 
Nicholls 92 I get more recognition for my performance than 
Ego my co-workers. .48 
Nicholls 86 I do my work better than my colleagues. .M 
Ego 
Nicholls 90 I am the only one who can answer a question. .44 
Ego 
Nicholls 87 1 show my peers and boss I am smart. .46 
Ego 
Nicholls 94 I finish a project before my peers. .42 
Ego 
.42 
.49 
.44 
•43 
.4Û 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. I 
feel my day is most successful If is the stem for the Nicholls items. 
aCG1 = Competitiveness: beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
bC3 = Beating Others in the Workplace. 
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Table 8. Item loadings on Competitiveness Specific Factor (C4): Recognition of 
Performance, high loadings on all other factors, and the original author's 
scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loading 
CGia C4b 
Lee 37. I dont like to call attention to myself when 
Recog. I've performed well on a task. 
Lee Recog. 27. When I win I don't talk about it. 
Lee 78. When I excel at work, I want everyone to 
Recog. know about it. •Sfl 
51 
da 
-.38 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underiined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aCG1 = Competitiveness: beating others and wanting recognition for winning. 
bC4 = Recognition of Performance 
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Table 9. Intercorrelations of "competitiveness" factor scores and Spearman-Brown 
2 (SB2) factor reliabilities 
Scale Comp SelfD Affect Win Beat Recog 
Competitiveness (Comp) •m .42*" .60"* .64*** .56*** .29"* 
Self-Description of 
Competitiveness (SelfD) 
M .68*** .33*** .03 .24** 
Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness(Affect) 
•Zl .37*** .07 .16 
Win; disliking to Lose (Win) •M .31*" .07 
Beating Others in the 
Workplace (Beat) 
.42 .18* 
Recognition of Performance 
(Recog) 
.42 
Note. N = 197. Reliabilities are in the diagonal, underlined. 
*C< .01. 
"e<-001. 
"*|2< .0001. 
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competitiveness as the other factors. General factor 2, Self-Description of 
Competitiveness, correlated highly with Affective Reaction to Competitiveness (r = 
.68), moderately with Win (i= .33) and Recognition of Performance (i= .24), and 
was essentially uncorrelated with Beating Others in the Workplace (£ = .03). As 
one explanation of this pattern of results, the high correlation between this general 
factor and Affective Reaction to Competitiveness may be due to the fact that both 
these factors contain items of the "adjectital" type. Consistent with this 
interpretation, the lower correlations with this general factor occur with factors 
having items that are more behaviorally descriptive of competitiveness. As would 
also be expected, the specific factors were rather weakly correlated among 
themselves. In summary, while there are general factors of competitiveness, there 
is also evidence that these other factors are measuring distinct and separate 
aspects of competitiveness. 
Internal Consistencv 
The two indices of internal consistency, previously described in the Method 
section, were computed for each measure. The internal consistency of the scales 
as assessed from the factor loadings, the Spearman-Brown 2 (SB2) formula, are 
reported in Table 9 in the diagonal. For the 8 items making up general factor 1, 
Competitiveness, and the 3 items making up general factor 2, Self-Description of 
Competitiveness, the SB2 coefficients were .73 and .40, respectively. For Affective 
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Reaction to Competitiveness (9 items), the SB2 was .71 and for Disliking to Lose 
(5 items), the SB2 coefficient was .64. The SB2 coefficient was .49 and .43 for 
Beating Others in the Workplace (4 items) and for Disliking Recognition of 
Performance (2 items), respectively. For comparison purposes, the usual 
Spearman-Brown (SB) coefficients are reported in Table G1. As expected they 
are all higher than the SB2 estimates. 
Components of Achievement Motivation 
There were one general factor and three specific factors that emerged from 
the factor analysis of the competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender 
identity items that were descriptive of what has been called achievement 
motivation in the literature. Like the competitiveness factors, each item being used 
to define and measure the factor, it's loading, and the original author's scale from 
which it was taken are shown in Tables 10-13. These factors will be described 
below. 
Achievement Motivation General Factor This general factor that 
emerged from the specific factors had items that involve such attributes as setting, 
pursuing, and achieving goals. The goal attainment described in this factor has a 
focus on the self rather than on others; achieving goals "even if I don't outperform 
others." The attribute of competing with one's self in order to achieve goals is also 
reflected in the items. Items representative of this factor are: "Reaching personal 
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performance goals is very important to me." and "I am most competitive when I try 
to achieve personal goals." The factor was labelled Pursuit of Excellence: to 
achieve goals through competing against oneself (see Table 10). 
Achievement Motivation Specific Factor 1 There were other 
independent factors that emerged that have been called achievement motivation. 
The items and their loadings for Specific Factor 1 show that it involves the 
attributes of working hard, wanting to be the best, and wanting to be successful. 
Items representative of this factor are: "I want to be successful in my job." and "I 
like to work hard." This factor was labelled Work Hard to Succeed (see Table 11 ). 
Achievement Motivation Specific Factor 2 The items and their loadings 
for Specific Factor 2 show that it involves the attributes of being challenged by a 
problem and then thinking successfully through the problem. Items representative 
of this factor are: "I feel my day is most successful if a problem makes me think." 
and "I feel my day is most successful if something I figure out really makes sense." 
This factor was labelled Task Orientation after the Motivation Orientation Scale by 
Nicholls (1988). The factor items are presented in Table 12. 
Achievement Motivation Specific Factor 3 The items and their loadings 
for Specific Factor 3 show that it involves the attribute of mastering challenging 
tasks. An item that is representative of this factor is: "I more often attempt tasks 
that I am not sure I can do than tasks that I believe I can do." This factor was 
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Table 10. Item loadings on Achievement Motivation General Factor (AG): Pursuit 
of Excellence, high loadings on all other factors, and the original 
author's scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
AGa A2b 
Gill Goal 61. Reaching personal performance goals 
is very important to me. 
GP Goal 46. I wish to excel in all that I do. 
Gill Goal 47. The best way to determine my ability 
is to set a goal and try to reach it. 
WOFO Mast. 9. Once I undertake a task, I persist. 
Nicholls 91 I find a new way to solve a problem. 
Task 
Nicholls 
Task 
WOFO 
Work 
Gill Goal 
Nicholls 
Task 
Gill Goal 
88 something I figure out really makes sense. 
14. I find satisfaction in exceeding my previous 
performance even if I don't outperform others. 
34. I try hardest when I have a specific goal. 
85 something I learn makes me want to find out more. 
Gill Goal 
69. I am most competitive when I try to achieve 
personal goals. 
32. I set goals for myself when I compete. 
•Zfi 
.12. 
•M 
•SZ 
.62 
.61 
.5â 
•53. 
.sa 
.5fi 
.52 
.3â 
.2â 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. I 
feel my day Is most successful If is the stem for the Nicholls items. 
aAG = Pursuit of Excellence; to achieve personal goals through competing against oneself. 
bA2 = Task Orientation 
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Table 11. Item loadings on Achievement Motivation Specific Factor (A1): Work 
Hard to Succeed, high loadings on all other factors, and the original 
author's scale 
Original Item 
Scale 
Item Content Factor Loadings 
AGS Alb 
Gill Comp.c 44. 1 want to be successful in mv job. .51 .45 
Gill Comp.c 30. 1 work hard to be successful in mv job. .46 .45 
WOFO Work 15. 1 like to work hard. .40 M 
Gill Comp.c 36. Mv aoal is to be the best manager possible. .44 •âZ 
GPGoal 43. 1 do not care to be the best that 1 can be. -.51 
-.âl 
Gill Goal 50. Performing to the best of my ability is very 
important to me. .47 
.2£ 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aAG = Pursuit of Excellence; to achieve personal goals through competing against oneself. 
bA1 = Work Hard to Succeed. 
citems were changed in the original scale to reflect the business environment. Underlined 
words replaced either the word "athlete" or "sports". 
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Table 12. item loadings on Achievement Motivation Specific Factor (A2): Task 
Orientation, higti loadings on all other factors, and the original 
author's scale 
Original Item Item Content Factor Loading 
Scale AGa A2b 
Nicholls 89 a problem makes me think. .52 .5Û 
Task 
Nicholls 93 what my supervisor says makes me think. .39 .11 
Task 
Nicholls 88 something I figure out really makes sense. .61 .3£ 
Task 
Nicholls 91 I find a new way to solve a problem. .62 .aa 
Task 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. I 
feel my day is most successful If is the stem for the Nicholls items. 
^AG = Pursuit of Excellence. 
bA2 = Task Orientation. 
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labelled Mastery after the Work and Family Orientation subscale Mastery (Spence 
& Helmreich, 1978). The factor items are presented in Table 13. 
Intercorrelations Among the Factor Scales 
Factor scores were calculated for each subject on the four factors and 
intercorrelated. The intercorrelations of the factor scales are reported in Table 14. 
As was expected, the specific achievement motivation factors were highly 
intercorrelated with the general factor, Pursuit of Excellence. Again, as expected, 
the intercorrelations among the specific factors tended to be lower. 
Internal Consistency 
The internal consistency of the scales was assessed from the factor 
loadings by using the Spearman-Brown 2 (SB2) formula. They are reported in 
Table 14 in the diagonal. The internal consistency coefficients ranged from .85 for 
the general Achievement Motivation factor to .34 for the Mastery factor. For 
comparison purposes, the usual Spearman-Brown (SB) coefficients are presented 
in Table G1 and as expected are all higher than the SB2 estimates. In the 
appendix the SB reliability for Work Hard to Succeed was calculated two ways, 
once using the items as they were originally scaled on the 1-5 item scale and once 
using the items as they had been dichotomized for the factor analysis procedure. 
This was the only scale that had any items that had been dichotomized for use in 
the factor analysis procedure. 
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Table 13. Item loadings on Achievement Motivation Specific Factor (A3): Mastery, 
high loadings on all other factors, and the original author's scale 
Original Item Item Content Factor Loading 
Scale AGa A3b 
WOFO 13. 1 more often attempt tasks that 1 am not sure 
Mastery 1 can do than tasks that 1 believe 1 can do. •âZ 
WOFO 1. 1 would rather do something at which 1 feel 
Mastery confident and relaxed than something which -.31 
is challenging and difficult. 
WOFO 8. If 1 am not good at something 1 would rather 
Mastery keep struggling to master it than move on to .52 .25. 
something 1 may be good at. 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
3AG = Pursuit of Excellence. 
bA3 = Mastery. 
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Table 14. Intercorrelations of "achievement motivation" factor scores and 
Spearman-Brown 2 (SB2) factor reliabilities 
Scale Excel Succeed Task Mastery 
Pursuit of Excellence (Excel) .SS .81* .62* .49* 
Work Hard to Succeed (Succeed) .52 .48* .36* 
Task Orientation (Task) .42 .34* 
Master the Challenging (Mastery) .24 
Note. M = 197. Reliabilities are in the diagonal, underlined. 
*12 < .0001. 
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Components of Gender Identity 
There were two specific factors that emerged from the factor analysis of the 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity items that were 
descriptive of what has been called gender identity in the literature. Each item 
being used to define and measure the factor, it's loading, and the original author's 
scale from which it was taken are shown in Tables 15-16. These factors will be 
described below. 
Gender Identitv Specific Factor 1 This specific factor had items which 
seem to reflect attributes that are not appropriate for males to possess. Items 
representative of this factor are: "My feelings are easily hurt." and "I am very 
excitable in a major crisis." This factor was labelled Lack of Masculinity. The items 
are presented in Table 15. 
Gender Identitv Specific Factor 2 The items and their loadings for 
Specific Factor 2 show that it involves attributes that have been thought to be 
possessed more by females than males. Items representative of this factor are: "I 
am very understanding of others." and "I am very aware of feelings of others." This 
factor was labelled Femininity after the PAQ Femininity factor. The factor items are 
presented in Table 16. 
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Table 15. Item loadings on Gender Identity Specific Factor (G1); Lack of 
Masculinity, high loadings on all other factors, and the original author's 
scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loading 
CG2a Gib 
PAQ MF 109. feelings not easily hurt - feelings easily hurt. 
PAQ M 114. not at all self-confident - very self-confident. 
PAQ MF 100. not at all excitable in a major crisis -
very excitable in a major crisis. 
PAQ F 98. not at all emotional - very emotional. 
PAQ MF 113. never cries ~ cry very easily. 
PAQ M 115. feels very inferior - feel very superior. 
PAQ MF 118. very little need for security ~ 
very strong need for security 
PAQ M 119. goes to pieces under pressure -
stands up well under pressure. 
.46 
.44 
.47 
-.44 
.44 
M 
M 
-.21 
.31 
-.21 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underiined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aCG2 = Self-Descriptive of Competitiveness. 
bG1 = Lack of Masculinity. 
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Table 16. Item loadings on Gender Identity Specific Factor {G2): Femininity, high 
loadings on all other factors, and the original author's scale 
Original 
Scale 
Item Item Content Factor Loading 
CG2a G2b 
PAO F 116. not at all understanding of others -
very understanding of others. 
PAG F 107. not at all kind - very kind. 
PAQ F 110. not at all aware of feelings of others -
very aware of feelings of others. 
PAQ F 117. very cold in relations with others -
very warm in relations with others. 
PAQ F 104. not at all helpful to others - very helpful to others. 
PAQ F 103. very rough - very gentle. 
.37 
m 
.5fi 
•sa 
.52 
•éS. 
.35 
Note. Items listed define the factor, while underlined items are used to measure it. Only item 
loadings greater than or equal to .35 are reported. Presentation format appears in Appendix A. 
aCG2 = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
bG2 = Femininity. 
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Intercorrelations Among the Factor Scales 
Factor scores were calculated for each subject on the two factors and 
intercorrelated. The correlations among the factor scales are reported in Table 17. 
The Traditional Masculinity factor correlated more strongly with the general factor, 
Lack of Masculinity and Femininity were essentially not correlated, r = .02. This is 
consistent with prior research that has found that Femininity and Masculinity are 
two separate and distinct constructs. 
Internal Consistency 
The internal consistency of the scales was assessed from the factor 
loadings by using the Spearman-Brown 2 (SB2) formula previously described. 
They are reported in Table 17 in the diagonal. For Lack of Masculinity (6 items), 
the SB2 was .53. The SB2 for Femininity (5 items) was .69. For comparison 
purposes, the usual Spearman-Brown (SB) coefficients are reported in Table G1. 
As expected they are all higher than the SB2 estimates. 
Factor Analysis of the Hoçan 
Personality Inventory 
Responses were obtained for 194 unit managers on the Hogan Personality 
Inventory items. The 206 items from Booklet 2 were intercorrelated and a principle 
components factor analysis was performed. The largest correlation in each row 
(or column) of the matrix was used for communality estimates. The principle 
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Table 17. Intercorrelations of "gender identity" factor scores and Spearman-Brown 
2 (SB2) factor reliabilities 
Scale LMasc Fern 
Lack of Masculinity (LMasc) 
.53 .02 
Femininity (Fern) 
.sa 
Note. 197. Reliabilities are in the diagonal, underlined. 
< .005. 
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components method was used because the matrix was large, and therefore, the 
estimates of the factor loadings depend little on communality estimates, unlike 
they do when the matrix is small. Therefore, in this case, all methods of factor 
analysis will essentially derive the same factor loadings and pattern. 
The eigenvalues were inspected in order to provide information on how 
many factors to rotate. Table F1 contains the first 15 eigenvalues. Evaluation of 
the eigenvalues pointed to a maximum of 10 possible factors to extract and rotate. 
The solutions representing five through ten factors were rotated using varimax 
rotation. The ten factor solution was inspected first, then the nine solution, and so 
on. To evaluate each factor solution, the last factor in the solution, or the factor 
accounting for the smallest variance, was inspected. For the ten through six factor 
solutions, the last factors were not interpretable based on item content. The fifth 
factor solution was interpretable; therefore this solution was kept. Table F2 shows 
the rotated factor matrix of the five factor solution. 
Examining Possible Sex Differences on the Hoqan Factors 
The item means for men and women were plotted and examined. Figure F1 
in Appendix F shows the plot of the means. The plot indicated that men and 
women responded to the questionnaire in essentially the same way, although men 
responded on the whole a little more extremely than women. In addition, there 
were items that deviated substantially from the slope line indicating the possibility 
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that at least one factor might be due to sex. These items were then examined by 
rank ordering the mean item differences for males and females. Items from Hogan 
Factors 2 and 3 were found to have the largest male-female differences. Factor 3 
had items that had positive and negative differences indicating that there could not 
be sex effects on this factor. Factor 2 had only negative differences. Possible sex 
differences were therefore explored further. 
Sex differences were explored by partialling out the differences due to sex 
in the factor loadings. The items were standardized separately for males and 
females and a second factor analysis was performed on the standardized scores. 
Standardizing scores separately for each gender removes the variance in the 
sample attributable to this source. Table F3 in Appendix F contains the factor 
loadings controlled for sex. These factor loadings with sex differences partialled 
out were compared to the original factor loadings. The loadings were essentially 
unchanged indicating that the factor pattern for general personality is the same for 
men and women and therefore the data need not be factor analyzed separately by 
sex. 
Defining and Measuring the Factors 
The loadings of the items were inspected in order to define and measure 
each factor. As described previously, items were chosen that loaded high on that 
factor and low on other factors. Items for which there was no other loading within 
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.2 of that item's loading and were also identified as meaningful with the other items 
for the factor were used to define and measure the factor. 
Dimensions of General Personality 
There were five factors that emerged from the Hogan items. These factors 
are similar to other personality factors reported in the literature (cf. Digman, 1990) 
as well as the factors defined by the author of the Hogan Personality Inventory 
(Hogan, 1986, in press). Each item being used to define and measure the factor 
and it's loading are shown in Tables 18-22. The factors can be described as 
follows: 
Hogan Factor 1 The items and their loadings for Factor 1 show that it 
involves such attributes as self-focus, depression, general anxiety, social anxiety, 
guilt, somatic complaints, lack of identity, and lack of self-confidence. Items 
representative of this factor are: "I often wonder how I got to be the way I am", and 
"My life often seems to have no meaning." This factor was labelled Adjustment 
after the Adjustment factor on the original version of the HP! (see Table 18). 
Hoaan Factor 2 The items and their loadings for this factor show that it 
involves such attributes as being exhibitionistic, entertaining, a leader, and an 
idea generator. This factor was labelled Social Leadership (see Table 19). 
Representative items include: "In a group, I never attract attention to myself.", "I 
am often the life of the party.", and "In a group, I like to take charge of things." 
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Table 18. Items and Item loadings on Hogan Factor 1 (HI): Adjustment 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
H1 
113. 1 often wonder how 1 got to be the way 1 am. 
.fiS 
126. My life often seems to have no meaning. 64 
18. Sometimes 1 feel like I'm falling apart. .Ê2 
115. 1 get depressed a lot. •fil 
23. 1 would like to change a lot of things 
about myself. 
74. 1 don't let little things bother me. 
-.52 
170. 1 would like to change a lot of things about 
my past. 
166. Nothing seems to matter to me anymore. 
.£1 
8. Sometimes 1 feel like a failure. da 
43. I'm always tired. 
131. 1 find it hard to act naturally when 1 am 
with new people. •âS. 
181. 1 sometimes feel irritated without any good reason. M 
92. No matter what happened, 1 always felt 
my parents loved me. 
-.42 
104. 1 am almost always too hot or too cold. 
26. 1 am cranky and irritable when 1 doni 
feel well. 
.4Û 
Note. Items underlined are used to measure the factor. These items load .20 or greater on 
HI than they load on other factors. 
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Table 19. Item loadings on Hogan Factor 2 (H2): Social Leadership 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
H2 
83. In a group, I never attract attention to myself. 
151. I can make up stories quickly. 
20. I sometimes show off if I get a chance. 
119. I like to be the center of attention. 
116. I am often the life of the party. 
199. In a group, I like to take charge of things. 
64. I'm not afraid to be the first to try something. 
Note. Items underlined are used to measure the factor. These items load .20 or greater on 
H2 than they load on other factors. 
-.5£ 
.52 
.£1 
•45 
•IS 
.4fi 
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Hoqan Factor 3 The items and their loadings for Factor 3 show that it 
involves such attributes as liking to read, curiosity, school success, having a good 
memory, being good at intellectual games, and having an interest in science. This 
factor was labelled Intellectance after the old version of the HP! which combined 
school success with other intellectual interests. Representative items include: "In 
school, I memorized facts quickly." and "I enjoy solving riddles." The items and 
loadings are presented in Table 20. 
Hoaan Factor 4 Factor 4 was labelled Openness to Experience (see 
Table 21 ). The items and their loadings show that it involves such attributes as 
experience seeking, thrill seeking, spontaneity, and liking crowds and parties. 
Representative items include; "I like parties and socials.", "I like the excitement of 
the unknown.", and "I like to do things on the spur of the moment." 
Hogan Factor 5 Factor 5 was labelled Concern with Likeability; using 
impression management to achieve (see Table 22). The items and their loadings 
show that it involves such attributes as concern about what others think, 
appearance, caring, and achievement orientation. Representative items include: 
"I don't really care what other people think of me." (negative loading), "I am an 
ambitious person.", and "I am careful about my appearance." 
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Table 20. Item loadings on Hogan Factor 3 (H3): Intellectance 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
H3 
84. In school, I memorized facts quickly. 
107. In school I am or was usually in the upper 
part of my class. 
47. I enjoy solving riddles. 
87. I read at least ten books a year. 
89. As a child, school was easy for me. 
149. I am a fast reader. 
106. I would rather read than watch TV. 
120. I have taken things apart just to see how 
they work. 
129. I think I would like to do research. 
187. I would like to be an inventor. 
90. I enjoy working crossword puzzles. 
174. I understand why stars twinkle. 
7. As a child I was always reading. 
da 
•IZ 
•M 
•éZ 
•âZ 
M 
.3R 
.2S 
.M 
•M 
.25 
.25 
Note. Items underlined are used to measure the factor. These items load .20 or greater on 
H3 than they load on other factors. 
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Table 21. Item loadings on Hogan Factor 4 (H4): Openness to Experience 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
H4 
101. I like parties and socials. 
189. I enjoy the excitement of the unknown. 
197. I dont care for large, noisy crowds. 
97. I like to do things on the spur of the moment. 
153. I frequently do things on impulse. 
49. Being part of a large crowd is exciting. 
103. I like a lot of variety in my life. 
32. I would like to learn to scuba dive. 
195. I enjoy giving parties. 
3. I think crowded public events (rock concerts, 
sports events) are very exciting. 
45. I would enjoy skydiving. 
Note. Items underlined are used to measure the factor. These items load .20 or greater on 
H4 than they load on other factors. 
.Êfl 
-.55 
.42 
.âS. 
.41 
.41 
.4fl 
.4fl 
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Table 22. Item loadings on Hogan Factor 5 (H5): Concern with Likeability 
Item Item Content Factor Loadings 
H5 
53. I don't really care what other people think 
of me. 
60. I am often careless about my appearance. 
146. I am an ambitious person. 
42. I seldom pay attention to how I look. 
121. Other people's opinions of me are not 
important. 
162. I am careful about my appearance. 
41. I don't care if others like the things I do. 
Note. Items underlined are used to measure the factor. These items load .20 or greater on 
H5 than they load on other factors. 
-M 
-M 
.41 
-.3fi 
-aa 
.22 
-.37 
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Intercorrelations Among the Factor Scales 
Factor scores were calculated for each subject on the five factors and 
intercorrelated. The correlations among the factor scales are reported in Table 23. 
These correlations were generally low. 
Internal Consistency 
The internal consistency of the scales was assessed from the factor 
loadings by using the Spearman-Brown 2 (SB2) formula. They are reported in 
Table 23 in the diagonal. For the 15 items making up the Adjustment factor, the 
Spearman-Brown coefficient was .85 and for Social Leadership (7 items), the SB2 
coefficient was .69. The SB2 coefficient was .72 for Intellectance (13 items), .77 for 
Openness to Experience (11 items) and .58 for Concern with Likeability (6 items). 
Again, the usual Spearman-Brown (SB) coefficients are reported in Appendix G 
(Table G1 ). As expected, they are all higher than the SB2 estimates. 
Means. Standard Deviations, and Coefficient Alphas 
In order to evaluate and compare the author defined scales with the study 
derived scales, the means, standard deviations, number of items contributing to 
each scale, and the Spearman-Brown (SB) reliabilities are presented in Appendix 
G, Table G1. The items which make up the author defined Hogan scales are 
unknown and therefore can not be evaluated with the other scales. 
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Table 23. Intercorrelations of Hogan factor scales and Spearman-Brown 2(SB2) 
reliabilities 
Scale Adj Soc Int Exp Lik 
Adjustment (Adj) •as .09 .18* .09 .00 
Social Leadership (Soc) 62 .23" .31*" .13 
intellectance (Int) IZ .18* .00 
Openness to Experience (Exp) 11 .10 
Concern with Likeability (Lik) .5S 
Note. M = 194. Reliabilities are in the diagonal, underlined. 
< .01. 
.001. 
*"a < .0001. 
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Analyses Based on Factor Analyses 
Construct Validity of Components of Competitiveness 
Tlie construct validity of the components of competitiveness derived in the 
study was investigated by correlating the scores on the components of 
competitiveness with the scores on the components of achievement motivation 
and scores on the general personality scales. In addition, construct validity was 
explored by correlating the components of competitiveness with supervisor ratings 
of competitiveness. 
Competitiveness and Achievement Motivation 
The correlations between components of competitiveness and components 
of achievement motivation are presented in Table 24. A general pattern was 
detected in the correlational data. The scale of Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness was highly correlated with all of the components of achievement 
motivation derived in the study and for the author defined scales of Work and 
Mastery from the WOFO. These correlations ranged from .27 to .51. Conversely, 
the scales Win, Beating Others in the Workplace, and Recognition of Performance 
were essentially uncorrelated with all of the competitiveness components. Except 
for Task Orientation, the general scales, Adjective Label of Competitiveness and 
Competitiveness, were correlated with the components of achievement motivation 
although these correlations were consistently lower than those with the Affective 
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Table 24. Correlations between components of competitiveness and 
components of achievement motivation 
Scale SelfDa Compb Affecte Wind Beate Recogf 
Study Defined 
Pursuit of Excellence .21* .30*** .51*** .06 .07 .01 
Work Hard to Succeed .18* .28*" .51*** .02 .04 .02 
Task Orientation .09 .15 .27*** -.01 .12 .04 
Master the Challenging .37*** .19* .40*** .02 -.03 .03 
Author Defined 
WOFO Competitiveness .52*** 
WOFO Work .38*** 
WOFO Mastery .11 
Note. M =197. 
aSeifD = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
bComp = Competitiveness. 
CAffect = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
dwin = Win; disliking to lose. 
eBeat = Beating Others in the Workplace. 
fRecog = Recognition of Performance. 
Qltems overlap on these scales. 
< .01. "Q < .0005. < .0001. 
.719 .809 .589 .25* .12 
.20* .46*** -.07 -.01 .01 
.26** .48*** .10 .02 .01 
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Reaction to Competitiveness scale. This pattern of correlations suggests that their 
is an affective or emotional component of competitiveness which is shared by the 
components of achievement motivation. Additionally, the WOFO Competitiveness 
scale was not included in this discussion. It makes little sense to evaluate this 
pattern for the WOFO Competitiveness scale because item overlap between it and 
the study derived components of competitiveness inflated the correlations 
between the measures. 
Competitiveness and General Personality 
The correlations between the components of competitiveness and general 
personality are presented in Table 25. A number of general patterns appear in the 
data across the components of competitiveness and some of these will be 
described below. The Openness to Experience scale derived in this study was 
significantly related to all components of competitiveness, and most highly 
correlated with the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale (r = .34). The 
Social Leadership scale, also derived in this study, was significantly related to Win 
(r = .26), Beating Others in the Workplace (i = .24), as well as the two general 
scales; Self-Description of Competitiveness (r = .29) and Competitiveness (r = 
.25). 
The constructs of general personality measured by the scales derived in the 
study and the author defined Hogan scales differ somewhat in the constructs they 
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Table 25. Correlations between components of competitiveness and the 
general personality Hogan scales 
Scale SelfDa Compb Affecte Wind Beate Recoi 
Studv Derived 
Adjustment .24" .05 .20* .10 -.17 -.09 
Social Leadership .29"* .25** .17 .26** .24** .12 
Intellectance .01 -.01 -.08 .00 .09 -.05 
Openness to Experience .24** .26** .34*** .20* .20* .19* 
Concern with Likeability .15 .13 .07 .10 .18* .19* 
Author Defined 
Hogan Intellectance .24** .15 .12 .13 .24** .04 
Hogan Self Approval .22* .00 .16 -.03 -.20* -.11 
Hogan Prudence -.10 -.20* -.16 -.13 -.18* -.18* 
Hogan Amibition .43*** .14 .27*** .17 -.05 .09 
Hogan Sociability .27** .28*** .26** .25** .27*** .18* 
Hogan Likeability .06 -.04 .08 -.07 -.05 -.02 
Hogan School Success .01 -.04 .01 .01 .00 -.07 
LMe. M=191. 
aSelfD = Self-Description of Competitiveness. bcomp = Competitiveness. 
CAffect = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. dwin = Win; disliking to lose. 
©Beat = Beating Others in the Workplace. fRecog = Recognition of Performance. 
*p<.01. "|2<.001. *"{i< 0001. 
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measure. According to Hogan (in press) the concepts of self-confidence, 
leadership, and competitiveness are captured in the Ambition scale. There were 
two significant correlations between the Hogan Ambition scale and the 
components of competitiveness. The Ambition scale and Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness scale correlated .27 and, the Ambition scale correlated with the 
Self-Description of Competitiveness scale (f = .43). Significant correlations were 
also found between the Sociability scale defined by Hogan and all the 
competitiveness components. For the study derived scales, the concepts of 
leadership and sociability seem to be captured in the Social Leadership scale, 
while sociability also is captured in the Openness to Experience scale. The 
correlations between these two scales and the components of competitiveness 
were consistent with the significant correlations found between the author defined 
Ambition and Sociability scales and components of competitiveness. Low 
negative correlations were found between Prudence and the competitiveness 
scales. In summary, components of competitiveness seem to be related to 
sociability, while being somewhat negatively related to prudence. Additionally, the 
results seem to suggest a relationship between those who describe themselves as 
competitive and those who describe themselves as ambitious. 
In addition to providing information about the relationship between 
components of competitiveness and general personality, this correlational data 
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provide evidence that the scales are measuring different aspects of 
competitiveness. Consequently, a general scale of competitiveness derived from 
adding up the components would obscure validity between competitiveness and 
other constructs. As evidence of this, positive and negative correlations were 
found across the components of competitiveness for the Adjustment scale derived 
in the study, as well as the author defined Self Approval scale. Adjustment and 
Self Approval were positively correlated with Affective Reaction to Competitive­
ness and Adjective Label of Competitiveness while being negatively correlated 
with Beating Others in the Workplace and Recognition of Performance. 
The Hogan Occupational Scales provided additional evidence of this kind. 
The competitiveness scales correlated differentially with the occupational scales 
providing evidence that the components are measuring different constructs. For 
example, the Sales occupational scale correlated significantly with Beating Others 
in the Workplace and Win while the Manager occupational scale correlated 
significantly with Affective Reaction to Competitiveness and Self-Description of 
Competitiveness (see Table 26). 
Self vs Others Ratings of Competitiveness 
Construct validity was also explored by correlating the self-ratings of the 
components of competitiveness with supervisor ratings of competitiveness. These 
correlations are presented in Table 27. Only the Self-Description of Competitive-
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Table 26. Correlations between components of competitiveness and Hogan 
Occupational Performance Scales 
Scale Seifpa Compb Affecte Wind Beats Recog* 
Author Defined 
Hogan Service Orientation -.00 -.05 .04 -.11 -.14 -.13 
Hogan Stress Tolerance .27*" .06 .19* .05 -.17 -.02 
Hogan Reliability -.04 -.11 -.03 -.08 -.22** -.22' 
Hogan Clerical .29*** .10 .23** .08 -.09 -.00 
Hogan Sales .05 .11 .01 .18* .25*" .07 
Hogan Manager .38*** .15 .27*** .17 -.02 .00 
Note. M=191. 
aSeifD = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
bComp = Competitiveness. 
CAffect = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
dWin = Win; disliking to lose. 
©Beat = Beating Others in the Workplace. 
fRecog = Recognition of Performance. 
< .01. 
"C < .005. 
< .0005. 
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Table 27. Correlations between comonents of competitiveness and 
supervisor ratings of competitiveness 
Criteria SelfDa Compb Affecte Wind Beats Recogf 
Competitiveness Ratings 
Manager is hard driving and 
competitive 
(n=144) 
Manager enjoys competing 
against others 
(n=144) 
Winning is important to manager; 
hates to lose 
(n=144) 
Manager wants to excel and 
reach new goals 
(n=144) 
Manager competes in order to 
be recognized as the best 
(n=144) 
.27"* .13 .10 .10 .06 .13 
.24 
.22 
.09 .07 
.14 .07 
.07 -.01 
.02 -.03 -.13 
.11 
-.01 
.21 .11 .05 .07 .08 
.12 
.06 .11 
.02 .02 
.14 
aSelfD = Self-Description of Competitiveness. 
bComp = Competitiveness. 
CAffect = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. 
dwin = Win; disliking to lose. 
eseat = Beating Others in the Workplace. 
fRecog = Recognition of Performance. 
V-01. "|2<.005. ***ja<.001. 
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ness scale correlated with the supervisor ratings. Except for one rating, "manager 
wants to excel and reach new goals", these correlations were all significant at the 
.01 level, ranged from .21 to .27. 
Overall, there is little constmct validity across the components of 
competitiveness using supervisory ratings. However, there seems to be some 
validity for the Self-Description of Competitiveness component. This suggests 
some concurrence between managers who describe themselves as competitive 
and supervisors who perceive them as competitive. Additionally the results 
suggest there is no relationship between those managers who describe 
themselves as competitive and whether or not their supervisor perceived them to 
be goal oriented. This finding is consistent with the results from the factor analysis 
which suggests that goal orientation is not an aspect of competitiveness. 
Demographics and Scales 
Gender, age, and education were correlated with the components of 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, gender identity, and general 
personality. These correlations are presented in Tables 28 - 32. (In the analysis 
of the data, men were coded 1 and women were coded 2.) The results relating 
gender to the study derived components of competitiveness were consistent with 
prior findings in the literature. Except for Recognition of Performance, men scored 
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higher than women on the components of competitiveness. Table 28 presents 
these correlations with gender. 
Additionally, the correlations between the author defined scales of 
competitiveness and gender were consistent with each authors' previous 
research. While the Goal Competitiveness and Goal Orientation scales, which the 
authors define as aspects of competitiveness, were uncorrelated with gender, 
these findings are instead consistent with the relationships between components 
of achievement motivation and gender (see Table 29). This provides additional 
support for the belief that goal orientation is not an aspect of competitiveness. 
Significant gender relationships were also found on the gender identity 
components. However, the non-significant finding was of greater interest. PAQ 
Masculinity scale was not significantly correlated with gender suggesting that 
women and men both exhibited masculine characteristics in this environment. 
These correlations are presented in Table 30. 
The correlations between gender and general personality are presented in 
Table 31, the study derived Social Leadership scale, as well as the author defined 
Sociability scale, were significantly correlated with gender (r = -.26, r = -.23, 
respectively). In addition, Intellectance was negatively correlated with gender 
(l = -.31 ). No other gender differences for general personality scales were 
significant at the .01 level. These general personality scales, as well as the 
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Table 28. Correlations between demographic variables and components of 
competitiveness 
Scale Gender 
(n=197) 
Age 
(n=196) 
Education 
(n=118) 
çtudy Pefined 
Competitiveness -.32*" -.14 -.06 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -.27*** -.09 -.13 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness -.29*** -.12 -.07 
Win; disliking to Lose -.29*** -.07 .01 
Beating Others in the Workplace -.18* -.18* -.00 
Recognition of Performance .04 -.07 -.02 
Author Defined 
GP Goal Competitiveness .01 -.10 -.16 
GP Interpersonal Competitiveness -.30*** -.11 -.08 
Gill Competitiveness -.26** -.08 -.08 
Gill Win-.31*" -.02 -.04 
Gill Goal -.01 -.12 -.14 
Lee Competitiveness -.34*** -.10 -.08 
Lee Recognition -.15 -.09 -.04 
*c< 01.  
"C < .0005. 
< .0001. 
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Table 29. Correlations between demographic variables and achievement 
motivation components 
Scale Gender 
(n=197) 
Age 
(n=196) 
Education 
(n=118) 
Study Defined 
Pursuit of Excellence 
Work Hard to Succeed 
Task Orientation 
Master the Challenging 
-.02 
.01 
.07 
-.09 
-.09 
-.06 
-.11 
-.18* 
-.15 
-.13 
-.18 
-.10 
Author Defined 
WOFO Competitiveness 
WOFO Work 
WOFO Mastery 
-.25 
.01 
-.12 
-.19 
-.06 
-.13 
-.05 
-.10 
-.06 
*e< .01. 
"£) < .0005. 
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Table 30. Correlations between demographic variables and gender 
identity components 
Scale Gender 
(n=l97) 
Age 
(n=196) 
Education 
fn=118) 
Studv Defined 
Lack of Masculinity .25" -.01 -.15 
Femininity .18* .00 -.16 
Author Defined 
PAQ IViasculinity -.13 -.08 .04 
PAQ Femininity .22* -.03 -.16 
PAQ Masculinitv-Femininitv -.18* -.05 .12 
*C< .01. 
"c < .0005. 
.0001. 
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Table 31. Correlations between demographic variables and general 
personality Hogan scales 
Scale Gender Age Education 
(n=194) (n=190) (n=114) 
Study Derived 
Adjustment -.12 .22* .05 
Social Leadership -.26" -.07 .11 
Intellectance -.09 .05 .09 
Openness to Experience -.10 -.33*** .01 
Concern with Lil<eability .06 .04 -.10 
Author Defined 
Hogan Intellectance -.31"* -.09 .11 
Hogan Self Approval -.14 .25** .04 
Hogan Prudence .11 .41*" .02 
Hogan Amibition -.13 .11 .16 
Hogan Sociability -.23" -.20* .03 
Hogan Likeability .06 .19* .02 
Hogan School Success -.04 .02 .11 
'C < 01. 
"C< .001. 
.0001. 
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Clerical Occupational Scale (see Table 32), were the same scales that were 
significantly related to components of competitiveness. Consequently, gender 
may moderate the relationship between components of competitiveness and these 
personality scales. 
There were few significant correlations between either the study derived 
factor scales or the author defined scales with age, and no significant correlations 
between the scales and education. The most significant correlations were found 
on the general personality scales and the occupational scales with age. Of these, 
the highest correlations were between age and Prudence (i = .41), Openness to 
Experience (r = -.33), and Reliability (r = .32) (see Tables 31 - 32). 
Gender and Gender Identitv 
To further explore the gender differences found on the competitiveness 
components, analyses of variance (ANOVA) were performed to determine the 
main effects and interactions due to PAO (Masculinity and Femininity) and gender 
on the competitiveness components. As a preliminary step, an ANOVA model 
containing gender, PAG category effects, and gender x PAO category effects was 
run for each competitiveness component. If the full model reached the .01 level of 
significance, additional ANOVAs were performed to partition their main effects and 
interactions. Except for the component Recognition of Performance, each full 
model reached significance at the .01 level. 
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Table 32. Correlations between demographic variables and Hogan 
Occupational Performance Scales 
Scale Gender Age Education 
(n=194) (n=190) (n=114) 
Author Defined 
Hogan Service Orientation .01 .16 -.05 
Hogan Stress Tolerance -.14 .21* .08 
Hogan Reliability .01 .32*** .01 
Hogan Clerical -.18* .14 .04 
Hogan Sales -.12 -.24** .01 
Hogan Manager -.12 .08 .09 
*C< .01. 
"J2< .001. 
0001. 
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The interaction effects due to gender x PAQ category were tested by 
subtracting a reduced ANOVA model containing PAQM, PAQF, and PAQM x PAQF 
from the full ANOVA model which contained gender, PAQ category effects, and the 
gender x PAQ category effects. Sex x PAQ interactions were tested for all of the 
competitiveness components. There were no significant interactions between sex 
and PAQ category reaching the .01 level for any of the components of competitive­
ness, indicating that gender did not effect the relationship between the 
components of competitiveness and gender identity. 
The main effect due to PAQ category was tested by subtracting a reduced 
ANOVA model containing gender x PAQM, gender x PAQF, and gender x PAQM x 
PAQF from the full ANOVA model which contained gender, PAQ category effects, 
and the gender x PAQ category effects. Of the nine £ statistics calculated, only 
one competitiveness component, the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale, 
had a PAQ category main effect, F(3,189) = 4.6227, g < .005. Further inspection of 
the Type III Sums of Squares indicated that no specific PAQ category was 
significant. However, by evaluating the correlations between PAQ category and 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale one can see that the highest 
correlation is with PAQM (r = .41). This result indicates that the higher one's score 
on PAQM, the higher one's score on the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness 
scale. Because this measure of gender identity was significant whereas gender 
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was not significant, the contention that women and men both exhibit masculine 
characteristics in this environment is supported. Table 33 presents the ANOVA 
model for the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale broken down for PAO 
category, gender and the interactions. 
Social Desirabilitv and the Scales 
Consistent with prior research, the competitiveness components were 
essentially uncorrelated with social desirability as measured by the Hogan 
Unlikely Virtues scale. The highest correlation was found between social 
desirability and Recognition of Performance (i = -.20). For the other components 
of competitiveness, the correlations ranged between -.13 and .06 (see Table 34). 
Some of the other scales investigated in this study; however, had significant 
correlations with the social desirability measure (see Tables 35 - 38). For 
example, the highest correlations were found on the Adjustment and Self Approval 
general personality scales. The study derived Adjustment scale and the similar, 
author defined scale, Self Approval, correlated .47 and .50, respectively, with the 
social desirability measure. This suggests that managers may be deliberately 
trying to look well adjusted. Consequently, although the components of 
competitiveness were not effected by this response style, the validity of some of 
the personality measures are suspect. 
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Table 33, ANOVA regression model testing for main effects and interactions due 
to PAQ and gender on the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale 
Source dl £ P. 
Sex 1 .28 n.s. 
PAQ (PAQM, PAQF, 3 4.6227 .0038 
PAQM X PAQF) 
Sex X PAQ 3 1.2402 n.s. 
Error 189 
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Table 34. Correlations between Hogan social desirability scale: Unlikely 
Virtues and the components of competitiveness 
Scale Unlikely Virtues 
(n=191) 
Study Defined 
Competitiveness -.03 
Self-Description of Competitiveness .11 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness .06 
Win; disliking to Lose -.05 
Beating Others in tlie Workplace -.13 
Recognition of Performance -.20* 
Author Defined 
GP Goal Competitiveness . 17 
GP Interpersonal Competitiveness -.01 
Gill Competitiveness .12 
Gill Win.01 
Gill Goal .19 
Lee Competitiveness .11 
Lee Recognition -.21* 
< .005. 
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Table 35. Correlations between Hogan social desirability scale: Unlikely 
Virtues and the components of achievement motivation 
Scale Unlikely Virtues 
{n=191) 
Studv Definfid 
Pursuit of Excellence .24** 
Wori< Hard to Succeed .24** 
Task Orientation .06 
Master the Challenging .15 
Author Defined 
WOFO Competitiveness .01 
WOFO Work .22* 
WOFO Mastery .26*** 
*12 < .005. 
"E<.001. 
< .0005. 
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Table 36. Correlations between Hogan social desirability scale: Unlikely 
Virtues and the components of gender identity 
Scale Unlikely Virtues 
(n=191) 
Studv Defined 
Lack of Masculinity -.14 
Femininity .32" 
Author Defined 
PAQ Masculinity .27" 
PAQ Femininity .26* 
PAQ Masculinity-Femininity .13 
< .0005. 
"C< 0001. 
151 
Table 37. Correlations between Hogan social desirability scale: Unlikely 
Virtues and the Hogan scales 
Scale Unlikely Virtues 
(n=194) 
Study Derived 
Adjustment .47 
Social Leadership -.05 
Intellectance .19* 
Openness to Experience -.00 
Concern with Likeability .03 
Author Defined 
Hogan Intellectance . 14 
Hogan Self Approval .50* 
Hogan Prudence .31* 
Hogan Amibition .31 
Hogan Sociability -.06 
Hogan Likeability .38* 
Hogan School Success .18* 
*C<.01 
"C< .0001. 
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Table 38. Correlations between Hogan social desirability scale: Unlikely 
Virtues and the Hogan Occupational Performance Scales 
Scale Unlikely Virtues 
(n=194) 
Author Defined 
Hogan Service Orientation .58* 
Hogan Stress Tolerance .45* 
Hogan Reliability .61* 
Hogan Clerical .41* 
Hogan Sales -.16 
Hogan Manager .47* 
*C< .0001. 
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Analysis of the Criterion Measures 
Rater Bias in the Performance Ratings 
Before investigating the predictive validity of the competitiveness 
components, age and gender rater bias in the supervisor ratings were 
investigated. A 3 x 3 repeated measures ANOVA was computed for the ratings to 
investigate age bias. Subordinates of each supervisor were divided into age 
groups and the rating given to these groups was the repeated measure for each 
supervisor. The supervisors' age was tested using variability In ratings given by 
these supervisors within the age categories. Age differences of ratings received 
by the subordinates, the within supervisor factor, was tested using the residual. 
No significant effects due to supervisor age and no significant effects due to 
the interaction between supervisor age and subordinate age were detected at the 
.01 level of significance. However, subordinate age on the performance rating of 
Human Resource Management was significant, £(2,116) = 6.40, £> < .005. Further 
investigation of the least square means indicated that younger unit managers 
received lower ratings on Human Resource Management than older managers 
and that managers who are in the middle age ranges received the highest ratings. 
The least squares means were: Age: 27 or younger, LM = 3.48; Age: 28 to 39, LM 
= 4.37; Age: 40 or older, LM = 4.12. Although this subordinate age effect for 
Human Resource Management was the only rating to be significant at the .01 
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level, investigation of the means for the other three specific components of 
performance plus the overall performance rating indicated that these other rating 
followed the same pattern. Younger unit managers received lower ratings than 
older managers. 
Gender bias was investigated using the same type of repeated measures 
ANOVA (2 X 2) except that sex of the subordinate was the repeated measure for 
each supervisor. Gender bias was not detected in the area manager ratings. 
Combining Criteria into Composite Variables 
There were numerous job criteria data available for study. Whether and 
how they could be combined was investigated. There were four criteria, Cost of 
Labor, Cost of Sales, Semi-variable Costs and annualized turnover, for which 
there were ratings at different points of time. A multi-trait, multi-method matrix 
approach using time periods as different methods was used to evaluate these 
criteria. Time periods were used as different methods. Appendix H contains this 
multi-trait, multi-occasion matrix. 
Looking within the triangles of the multi-trait, multi-occasion matrix indicated 
that there was little stability of annualized turnover and Semi-variable cost from 
period to period, so it was not reasonable to expect to predict these criteria from 
questionnaire scores. Labor costs from period to period however, were highly 
intercorrelated (.70, .65, .72) and therefore were combined into one measure of 
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Cost of Labor. Sales cost from period to period were also correlated (.26, .45, .27). 
Although they were less correlated than the labor costs, and were therefore less 
reliable when combined into one measure, the trait variance of the measures of 
cost of sales seemed discriminant from the variance in the three measures of cost 
of labor. This was evidenced by the fact that the correlations within the Cost of 
Sales trait were higher than the correlations of these three measures with Cost of 
Labor. Therefore, it was felt that these measures could also be combined into one 
measure of Cost of Sales. 
The dependent variables utilized for all further analyses were: supervisory 
performance ratings of Customer Satisfaction, Human Resource Management, 
Retail Management, Financial Management, Overall Performance, a Quality, 
Service, and Cleanliness (QSC) rating for the restaurant, the restaurant Cost of 
Labor as a percentage of net sales, the restaurant Cost of Sales as a percentage 
of net sales, and job tenure. 
Criterion-Related Validitv of Components of Competitiveness 
In order to investigate the relationships between the criteria and 
components of competitiveness thoroughly, the relationships between all the 
potential predictors with the criteria were investigated. In this way, the relative 
importance of the components of competitiveness with respect to their contribution 
to explaining the variance of the criteria could be explored. The intercorrelations 
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between the predictors and criteria were first evaluated. The predictors with the 
highest squared simple correlations with the criteria provided an indication of 
predictors' importance. 
Multiple correlations were then run to evaluate the proportion of variance in 
the criterion variables accounted for by sets of predictor variables. The ttests from 
the regression analyses were examined in order to determine the amount of 
variance contributed by each variable. These 1-tests are analogous to the 
standardized partial regression coefficients and easier to interpret since they 
provide information on the positive or negative relationship between the predictor 
and criterion. Therefore, only the 1-tests were presented. It is important to 
remember; however, that the predictors are not independent of one another, and 
multi-collinearity makes it difficult to determine the exact contribution of variance 
accounted for by each of the predictor variables. 
While evaluating the predictor - criterion relationships, tests for moderating 
variables influencing these relationships were also conducted. Gender, age, and 
education moderator effects were explored. A canonical analysis was conducted 
as a final way of investigating the relationships between the predictor variables 
and the criteria. The canonical correlation is a summary statistic describing the 
overall relationship between the variables. 
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Correlations Between the Predictors and Criteria 
Table 39 contains the correlations between the competitiveness 
components and the criteria. The Self-Description of Competitiveness scale 
correlated negatively with the quality, service, and cleanliness rating (i = -.21, 
e < .01 ). All of the correlations across the competitiveness components with the 
quality, service, and cleanliness rating are negative although no other correlation 
reaches significance at the .01 level. No other correlations between the 
competitiveness components and the job criteria were significant at .01 level. 
Table 40 shows the correlations between the Hogan scales derived in this 
study and the criteria. Adjustment predicts all of the supervisor performance 
ratings except for retail management. The significant correlations range from .20 
to .25. Likewise, the Hogan scales, defined by the author. Self Approval, 
Prudence and Ambition were also predictive of the some of the performance 
ratings. These correlations are presented in Table 41. Correlations between the 
other scales investigated in this study and the criteria can be found in Appendix G, 
Table G2. 
Multiple Regressions 
A series of linear regression analyses were conducted to further explore the 
main effects of the scales on the job criteria or dependent variables. Both the 
study derived scales and author defined scales were included as sets of predictors 
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Table 39. Correlations between components of competitiveness and the criteria 
Criteria Selfoa E 
O
 Affecte Wind Beats Recogf 
Perfonnance Ratina Criteria 
Customer Satisfaction 
(n=150) 
.08 .01 .02 -.04 -.04 .12 
Human Resource Mgmt 
(n=150) 
-.01 -.06 -.09 -.14 -.01 .03 
Retail Management 
(n=150) 
.01 -.01 -.11 -.13 .04 .05 
Financial Management 
(n=150) 
.08 .01 -.00 -.05 .02 -.03 
Overall Performance Rating 
(n=149) 
.07 .03 -.02 -.10 .04 .09 
Quality, Service, and 
Cleanliness (QSC) Rating 
(n=171) 
-.21* -.05 -.18 -.07 -.00 -.05 
Cost of Labor 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=180) 
-.00 -.02 .02 .02 -.03 -.02 
Cost of Sales 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=180) 
.04 .04 .08 .03 -.07 -.03 
Tenure 
(n=181) 
.01 -.09 .02 -.06 -.16 -.09 
aSelfD = Self-Description of Competitiveness. bcomp = Competitiveness. 
cAffect = Affective Reaction to Competitiveness. dwin = Win; disliking to lose. 
©Beat = Beating Others in the Workplace. ^Recog = Recognition of Performance. 
< .01. 
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Table 40. Correlations between study derived personality scales and the criteria 
Criteria HI H2 H3 H4 H5 
Performance Rating Criteria 
Customer Satisfaction 
(n=147) 
Human Resource Mgmt 
(n=147) 
Retail IVIanagement 
(n=147) 
Financial Management 
(n=147) 
Overall Performance Rating 
(n=146) 
Quality, Service, and 
Cleanliness (QSC) Rating 
(n=168) 
Cost of Labor 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=177) 
Cost of Sales 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=177) 
Tenure 
(n-170) 
.20 
.21 
.06 
.25 
.25 
.05 
-.09 
.04 
.14 
.10 
.12 
.17 
.11 
.11 
-.07 
.02 
.10 
-.16 
-.09 
-.14 
.02 
.11 
-.07 
-.01 
-.13 
.06 
-.03 
-.13 
-.17 
-.09 
-.00 
-.06 
-.08 
-.03 
.00 
-.14 
.08 
.09 
.00 
.05 
.11 
.19 
-.02 
-.02 
.00 
ani = Adjustment. 
CH3 = Intellectance. 
6H5 = Concern with Likeability. 
bH2 = Social Leadership. 
dH4 = Openness to Experience. 
*C<.01. "B<.005. 
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Table 41. Correlations between the author defined personality scales and the 
criteria 
Criteria SI a S2b S3C S4d 85© S6f 879 
Performance Rating Criteria 
Customer Satisfaction 
(n=147) 
Human Resource IVIgmt 
(n=147) 
Retail Management 
(n=147) 
Financial fy/lanagement 
(n=147) 
Overall Performance Rating 
(n=146) 
Quality, Service, and 
Cleanliness (QSC) Rating 
(n=168) 
Cost of Labor 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=177) 
Cost of Sales 
(as a percentage of net sales) 
(n=177) 
Tenure 
(n=178) 
-.09 .19 .15 .18 -.00 .07 -.04 
-.13 .22* .26" .17 -.03 .13 -.13 
.03 .06 .05 .09 .03 -.02 -.07 
-.00 .24 .16 .23 .03 .09 .12 
.07 .25" .14 .21* .01 .10 -.06 
-.03 -.01 .19* -.05 -.08 .12 -.00 
-.04 -.08 .03 -.05 .03 -.15 -.13 
.12 .02 -.04 .03 .04 -.03 .10 
-.18 .13 .16 -.05 -.21 .09 -.00 
asi = Intellectance. 
CS3 = Pmdence. 
es5 = Sociability. 
987 = School Success 
bS2 = Self Approval. 
dS4 = Ambition. 
t86 = Likeability. 
*12 <.01. **D<.005. 
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in the regression analyses in order to compare the study derived scales to the 
author defined scales. In general, if the overall F value was significant at the .01 
level, a stepwise regression procedure was conducted in order to better describe 
which of the predictor variables were responsible for the significant results. 
Overall, the results of the regression analyses indicated that the scales derived in 
this study were slightly more predictive of the criteria than the author scored 
scales. In addition, only the performance ratings were predictable. Tenure, Cost 
of Sales, Cost of Labor, and the rating of Quality, Service, and Cleanliness were 
not predictable for any of the regression models investigated. 
There were six regression models that reached significance at the .01 level. 
The regression models, their F value, adjusted and unadjusted and the t 
statistics indicating the main effects of the scales in the model, are presented in 
Tables 42 - 47. The study derived scales were predictive of Customer Satisfaction 
(adjusted Rz = .12). The scales most predictive were Adjustment and Openness to 
Experience (see Table 42). 
Three regression model predicted Human Resource Management. One 
model used the study derived scales to predict the rating of Human Resource 
Management. The percent variance accounted for by this model was .19 
(adjusted B2). The Type III Sums of Squares indicated that the scales most 
predictive of Human Resource Management were Adjustment, Social Leadership, 
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Table 42. ANOVA model regressing the study derived Hogan scales on Customer 
Satisfaction performance rating 
Regression Model fX5,117) c Adjusted RS 
Source fi2 
Study Derived Hogan Scales 4.355 .0011 .12 .16 
Scales ttest Q 
Adjustment 2.85 .005 
Social Leadership 2.29 .02 
Intellectance -2.09 .04 
Openness to Experience -2.98 .004 
Concern with Likeability 1.93 .06 
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Openness to Experience, and the competitiveness component, Win (see Table 
43). In addition, the stepwise regression indicated that Task Orientation was a 
good predictor of Human Resource Management. There were two other models 
that were somewhat less predictive of Human Resource Management: one set of 
predictors was the study derived Hogan scales and the other set was the author 
defined Hogan scales. In the study derived scale. Openness to Experience, 
negatively weighted, and the Prudence author defined scale, positively weighted, 
were the scales most predictive of the criterion for each model (see Tables 44 and 
45). Openness to Experience and Prudence can be perceived as opposite 
constructs. These results suggested some consistency between the author 
defined and study derived regression models. 
The Overall Performance rating was predicted by two regression models; 
the study derived Hogan scales and all of the study derived scales. Using all of 
the study derived scales increased the percent variance accounted for in the 
model slightly. The Adjustment scale was most predictive in each model. This 
finding was verified by the stepwise repression (see Tables 46 and 47). 
In summary, given the number of regressions conducted, it is expected by 
chance that some would be significant. For this reason, low significance levels 
were used in the study. Overall, there were few significant findings. However, the 
adjusted Rz's were higher than generally reported in the literature, ranging from .1 
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Table 43. ANOVA model regressing all the study derived scales on Human 
Resource Management performance rating 
Regression Model £(17,105) c Adjusted B,2 
Source B.2 
All Study Derived Scales 2.676 .0011 .19 .30 
Study Derived Hoaan Scales ttest B 
Adjustment 2.58 .01 
Social Leadership 2.53 .01 
Intellectance -1.50 n.s. 
Openness to Experience -2.53 .01 
Concern with Likeability .96 n.s. 
Competitiveness Components 
Competitiveness .54 n.s. 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -.56 n.s. 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness -.78 n.s. 
Win; disliking to Lose -2.31 .02 
Beating Others in the Workplace .45 n.s. 
Recognition of Performance .86 n.s. 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Pursuit of Excellence -.43 n.s. 
Work Hard to Succeed 1.40 n.s. 
Task Orientation -1.43 n.s. 
Master the Challenging -.57 n.s. 
Gender Identitv Components 
Lack of Masculinity -1.19 n.s. 
Femininity -.63 n.s. 
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Table 44. ANOVA model regressing the study derived Hogan scales on Human 
Resource Management performance rating 
Regression Model £15,117) c Adjusted h2 
Source fi2 
Study Derived Hogan Scales 5.286 .0002 .15 .18 
Scales ttest R 
Adjustment 3.03 .003 
Social Leadership 2.93 .004 
Intellectance -2.31 .02 
Openness to Experience -3.71 .0003 
Concern with Likeability 1.21 n.s. 
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Table 45. ANOVA model regressing the author defined Hogan scales on Human 
Resource Management performance rating 
Regression Model fX7,118) b Adjusted 
Source fiS 
Author Defined Hogan Scales 3.716 .0011 .13 .18 
Scales ttest 
Intellectance -1.70 .09 
Self Approval .50 n.s. 
Prudence 2.91 .004 
Ambition 1.80 .07 
Sociability 1.06 n.s. 
Likeability -1.17 n.s. 
School Success -.79 n.s. 
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Table 46. ANOVA model regressing the study derived Hogan scales on Overall 
Performance rating 
Regression Model 
Source 
H5.117) B Adjusted 
fi2 
B2 
Study Derived Hogan Scales 3.591 .0047 .10 .13 
Scales ttest B 
Adjustment 2.93 .004 
Social Leadership 2.13 .04 
Intellectance -1.35 n.s. 
Openness to Experience -2.19 .03 
Concern with Likeability 1.88 .06 
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Table 47. ANOVA model regressing all the study derived scales on Overall 
Performance rating 
Regression Model £(17,105) u Adjusted H2 
B2 
All Study Derived Scales 2.313 .0050 .15 .27 
Study Derived Hoaan Scales ttest D 
Adjustment 2.69 .008 
Social Leadership 1.48 n.s. 
Intellectance -.37 n.s. 
Openness to Experience -1.34 n.s. 
Concern with Likeability 1.71 .09 
Competitiveness Components 
Competitiveness 1.16 n.s. 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -.03 n.s. 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness -.67 n.s. 
Win; Disliking to Lose -2.20 .03 
Beating Others in the Workplace .61 n.s. 
Recognition of Performance -.09 n.s. 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Pursuit of Excellence -1.16 n.s. 
Work Hard to Succeed 2.38 .02. 
Task Orientation -1.43 n.s. 
Master the Challenging .42 n.s. 
Gender Identity Components 
Lack of Masculinity -.61 n.s. 
Femininity -1.93 .06 
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to .19. These adjusted E^'s indicated that the proportion of variance in the criterion 
variables accounted for by the predictor models was important. The results 
indicated that only Human Resource Management is predictable and that the 
scales derived from this study are the best set of predictors to use. This conclusion 
was based on the relatively high intercorrelations between Human Resource 
Management and Overall Performance. 
The results did not show incremental validity for the competitiveness 
components. The Win scale did the best job of predicting Human Resource 
Management, but other scales were more predictive. Additionally, the results 
indicated a negative relationship between wanting to win and Human Resource 
Management. This lends some support for the contention that competitiveness 
does not promote achievement and success on the job. 
Demographic Moderator Effects 
Moderating effects of the demographic variables on the relationships 
between the dependent and study derived independent variables were 
investigated using regression analysis. Gender, age, and education moderator 
effects were tested separately for the group of study derived Hogan scales and the 
group of study derived competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender 
identity components. An ANOVA model containing the main effects (demographic 
variable and study derived scales) and interaction effects (demographic variable x 
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scales) was run for each dependent variable. If the full model was significant at 
the .01 level of significance, the model was explored further by partitioning its main 
effects and interaction effects. The test for interaction effects was obtained by 
subtracting a reduced ANOVA model containing the main effects from the full 
ANOVA model. 
Out the 54 regression models run (9 criteria x 2 groups of scales x 3 
demographic variables), five models reached significance at the .01 level. Each 
model was explored further and only one model obtained significance for the 
interaction effects. A significant interaction effect was found with age moderating 
the relationship between overall performance and the study derived 
competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity components. Table 
48 presents the full ANOVA model partitioned by age, scale, and interaction 
effects. Inspection of the Type III Sums of Squares indicated that the age 
interaction was significant for five scales; the Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness scale. Adjective Label of Competitiveness, Work Hard to 
Succeed, Beating Others in the Workplace, and Master the Challenging. Because 
significant interactions were found, further analyses were done to describe the 
interaction effects found in the ANOVA model. 
The finding of age differences on the performance rating of Human 
Resource Management described in an earlier section was used as a basis for 
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Table 48. ANOVA regression results testing for interaction effects of age 
moderating the relationship between Overall Performance Rating 
and the study derived competitiveness, achievement motivation, 
and gender identity components 
Source dl £ B 
Age 1 .73 .3951 
Scales 12 2.3562 .0093 
Age X Scales 12 2.6099 .004 
Competitiveness Components ttest p. 
Age x: 
Competitiveness 1.69 .09 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -2.77 .01 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness -4.19 .0001 
Win; dislil<ing to Lose 1.24 n.s. 
Beating Otiiers in the Workplace -2.76 .01 
Recognition of Performance -1.41 n.s. 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Age x: 
Pursuit of Excellence -2.46 .02 
Work Hard to Succeed 3.22 .002 
Task Orientation 1.12 n.s. 
Master the Challenging 2.48 .01 
Gender Identitv Components 
Age x: 
Lack of Masculinity -.03 n.s. 
Femininity .83 n.s. 
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categorizing unit managers into younger and older groups for these further 
analyses. As in that analysis, unit manager age was categorized at less than or 
equal to 27 years old. Age was not trichotomized in these analyses, but rather 
dichotomized into younger and older categories to better reflect the least square 
means for Overall Performance from the prior analysis. 
Regressions and correlational analyses were run to further explore the age 
interactions. Separate regression equations were run for younger and older unit 
managers to investigate the main effects of the scales on overall performance. 
The 1 tests for the parameters from the regression analyses, which are analogous 
to the standardized partial regression coefficients, were compared between the 
younger and older regression equations. The î tests indicated that the scales 
predict differently for the two age groups. For example, those who are older and 
score high on the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale, get low 
performance ratings, t(1,97) = -2.90, ^ < .005. Those who are younger and score 
high on the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale, get high performance 
ratings 1(1,48) = 1.64, ^<.11. Another finding indicated that those who are 
younger and score high on Beating Others in the Workplace get high performance 
ratings, 1(1,48) = 2.55, q. < .02, while scoring high or low on this scale doesn't seem 
to effect older unit managers' performance ratings, 1(1,97) = -.36, p < .72. See 
Table 49 for additional evidence of this kind. 
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Table 49. T tests from the separate regression analyses between the study 
defined scales and Overall Performance rating for young and old 
unit managers 
Scale Young Old 
(n=50) (n=99) 
Competitiveness Components 
Competitiveness .72 1.54 
Self-Description of Competitiveness 1.57 -2.12 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness 1.64 -2.90 
Win; dislll<ing to Lose -3.35 -.57 
Beating Others in the Workplace 2.55 -.36 
Recognition of Performance .59 -.84 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Pursuit of Excellence -.64 -1.92 
Work Hard to Succeed 1.89 3.62 
Task Orientation -2.22 -.89 
Master the Challenging -.55 1.08 
Gender Identitv Components 
Lack of Masculinity -2.50 -1.42 
Femininity -2.62 .48 
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In addition to the t tests, zero-order correlations were run between the 
scales and overall performance for the two age groups. The correlations present a 
different view of the same data and are listed in Table 50. Again, the pattern of 
correlations is different for some scales for the younger and older unit manager 
groups. In particular, the Recognition of Performance scale is highly correlated 
with overall performance for the younger unit managers (i = .38), and uncorrelated 
with overall performance for the older unit managers (i = -.02). Femininity is 
negatively correlated with overall performance for younger unit managers (r = -.28) 
and essentially uncorrelated with overall performance for older managers (£ =-.08). 
Summary Canonical Correlation 
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted to explore the relationships 
between the scales derived in the study and performance ratings in yet another 
way. The adjusted canonical correlation for the model was .42 (c < .005). The 
standardized canonical correlation weights for the study derived scales and the 
performance ratings are presented in Table 51. Examination of the weights 
indicated again that the predictability of the ratings can be accounted for by a 
small number of the scales; Work Hard to Succeed, Adjustment, Pursuit of 
Excellence, Social Leadership, Affective Reaction to Competitiveness, and that 
these scales seem to predict Human Resource Management and Customer 
Satisfaction ratings the best. As found in the multiple regression analyses, there 
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Table 50. Correlations between the study defined scales and Overall 
Performance rating for young and old unit managers 
Scale Young Old 
(n=50) (n=99) 
Competitiveness Components 
Competitiveness .08 .04 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -.10 -.08 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness .08 -.05 
Win; disliking to Lose -.17 -.04 
Beating Others in the Workplace .12 .03 
Recognition of Performance .38 -.02 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Pursuit of Excellence -.11 -.03 
Work Hard to Succeed -.02 .19 
Task Orientation -.23 -.11 
Master the Challenging -.12 .06 
Gender Identitv Components 
Lack of Masculinity -.24 -.12 
Femininity -.29 -.08 
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Table 51. Canonical correlation wieghts of the predictors and the performance 
ratings 
standardized Canonical Coefficients Weights 
Study Derived Hoaan Scales 
Adjustment .51 
Social Leadership .42 
Intellectance -.28 
Openness to Experience -.37 
Concern with LIkeabillty . 14 
Competitiveness Components 
Competitiveness .10 
Self-Description of Competitiveness -.22 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness -.41 
Win; disliking to Lose -.33 
Beating Others In the Workplace .07 
Recognition of Performance .15 
Achievement Motivation Components 
Pursuit of Excellence -.50 
Work Hard to Succeed .73 
Task Orientation -.16 
Master the Challenging -.05 
Gender Identity Components 
Lack of Masculinity -.25 
Femininity -.07 
Performance Rating Scales 
Customer Satisfaction .31 
Human Resource Management .57 
Retail Management .08 
Financial Management . 15 
Overall Performance Rating .08 
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were negative relationships between components of competitiveness and the 
performance ratings. Again, these findings lend support to the contention that 
competitiveness does not promote achievement and success in the workplace. 
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DISCUSSION 
The American culture is addicted to competition and it can be found in 
major aspect of our lives; at play, work and home. At play, we compete in all 
types of sports, from little league to senior's shuffle board. At home, kids compete 
for the attention of their parents. At work, people compete to get the biggest 
office, to land the 'big account', to get the biggest raise. 
Many of the interactions that we have with people are competitive. In such 
situations, only one person can attain the most advantageous outcome. This 
limited outcome is not an important part of the interaction for some, but for others 
it is just this limited aspect that is important. They want competition and are 
competitive. They want to be the biggest, have the best, be the winner, beat the 
others, achieve that total recognition, and they are driven by these needs. 
The specific focus of the competitiveness may vary from person to person. 
While one person may compete to win, another person may compete for the 
recognition they can achieve. Others just like the thrill and njsh that comes from 
testing themselves against another. Some people may be competitive across all 
these dimensions. 
The present study explored the multidimensional nature of individual 
competitiveness. A sample of business managers completed a survey instrument 
containing the item pools of several competitiveness scales. Factor analysis was 
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used to develop a new set of factors of competitiveness. These factors, along 
with a measure of the 'big five' personality constructs and measures of 
achievement motivation, were used to predict success in managing small 
businesses. 
Factor Analytic Results 
Components of Competitiveness 
A major question addressed in this study was what factors or components 
make up competitiveness. This study extended the work of previous researchers 
by further evaluating and refining the components of competitiveness. Previous 
research had identified a number of factors making up various competitiveness 
scales. Three competitiveness scales were included in this study. It was 
believed that items overlapped across factors and therefore confounded the 
factor structure of competitiveness. The competitiveness factors, definitions, and 
authors of the previously developed scales used in this study are reviewed for the 
reader below: 
Gill (1986) 
Competitiveness: a desire to strive for success and achieve in sports 
competition. 
Goal Orientation: a desire to set and reach personal standards. 
Win Orientation: a desire to win and avoid losing. 
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Griffin-Pierson (1988) 
Interpersonal Competitiveness: the desire to win in interpersonal 
situations and do better than others. 
Goal Competitiveness: striving for goals of excellence and desire to 
be the best one can be. 
Lee (1988) 
Competitiveness: a desire for and liking of competitiveness. 
Competing for Recognition: a desire to compete in order to achieve 
recognition. 
The factor analytic results of the present study suggested that six factors 
were identifiable as aspects of competitiveness. Two of these factors were 
second-order factors and the remaining four were first-order factors. The two 
second-order factors were labeled Competitiveness and Self-Description of 
Competitiveness; the four first-order factors were labeled: Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness, Win, Beating Others in the Workplace, and Recognition of 
Performance. 
The two second-order factors, Competitiveness and Self-Description of 
Competitiveness, were both felt to describe competitiveness, albeit in separate, 
distinct ways. The factor analytic results suggest that people may think of 
competitiveness behaviorally as well as adjectivally. Competitiveness, the first of 
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the second-order factors, contained items that seemed to be behavioral in nature. 
An example of an Item having this behavioral form was: 'I feel my day is most 
successful if I do my work better than my colleagues.' The other second-order 
factor, Self-Description of Competitiveness, had items with high loadings that 
were descriptive of competitiveness which were adjectival in nature rather than 
behavioral. For example, 'very competitive.' and 'I am a competitive person.' 
The common denominator among these items was the adjectival description of 
the concept of competitiveness, even though the items had different item formats 
(e.g. a semantic-differential format and a Likert format). This finding of two 
independent second-order factors of competitiveness suggests that people 
perceive the behaviors used to define the trait competitiveness separately from 
the adjectives that people use to label the trait. 
The second-order factor labeled Competitiveness contained many of the 
ideas previously described as competitiveness. The items loading on this factor 
indicated that the factor content focused on liking competition, beating others, 
winning, and wanting recognition for winning. Items from many of the previously 
developed competitiveness scales combined to form this second-order factor: 
Win Orientation (Gill), Competitiveness (Lee), Competing for Recognition (Lee), 
and Interpersonal Competitiveness (Griffin-Pierson). Conspicuously missing from 
the Competitiveness second-order factor were items from the Goal 
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Competitiveness scale (Griffin-Pierson) and the Goal Orientation scale (Gill). 
Additionally, items from the Ego Orientation scale, a component scale of 
achievement motivation, defined by Nicholls, and the Competitiveness scale on 
the WOFO, a component scale of achievement motivation, defined by Helmreich 
and Spence contributed to this second-order factor of competitiveness. Hence, 
this second-order factor combined items from most of the previously defined 
competitiveness scales and the competitiveness scales contained in measures of 
achievement motivation. However, the goal competitiveness items were not 
included in this second-order factor. 
This finding has important implications for the conceptualization of 
competitiveness. Rather than loading on the second-order factor 
Competitiveness, as might be expected, the goal competitiveness items from the 
Griffin-Pierson's Goal Competitiveness and Gill's Goal Orientation scales loaded 
instead on the second-order factor Pursuit of Excellence. Additionally, the goal 
competitiveness items did not form an independent first-order factor. 
Consequently, these results suggest that people may not perceive a goal 
achieving aspect to be an intergal part of competitiveness and call into question 
Gill (1988) and Griffin-Pierson's (1988) description of goal competitiveness as a 
component of competitiveness. This will be explored further in the following 
section. 
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On the basis of the content of the items that loaded highly on the 
Competitiveness second-order factor, certain of the first-order factors were judged 
to be components of competitiveness. A comparison of the item content between 
the first-order factors and the Competitiveness second-order factor indicated that 
there were four first-order factors that contained an aspect of the second-order 
factor and that could be measured independently of the second-order factor. 
These four factors were Affective Reaction to Competitiveness, Win, Beating 
Others in the Workplace, and Recognition of Performance. 
The first of the first-order factors. Affective Reaction to Competitiveness, 
was derived from items on Gill's and Lee's Competitiveness scales and the 
WOFO Competitiveness scale (Helmreich and Spence). These items reflected 
primarily an emotional or affective response to competitiveness. Most of the items 
contained emotionally laden words to describe feelings about competing; such 
as, "enjoy", "thrive on", "psyched up", and "excites". The content of this factor was 
more refined that the original factors which combined to create it. Hence, this 
factor is more clearly defined than the two previously developed Competitiveness 
factors (Lee; Gill) 
Another first-order factor of competitiveness was labeled Win. These items 
all reflected a desire to win or conversely, not to lose. The items were derived 
primarily from the Win Orientation scale (Gill), although one WOFO 
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Competitiveness item (Helmreicli and Spence) with similar item content loaded 
on this factor. In this case, the present study confirmed the previously reported 
competitiveness component. 
The other two first-order factors of competitiveness, Beating Others in the 
Workplace and Recognition of Performance, were derived solely from items on 
the Ego Orientation scale (Nicholls) and the Competing for Recognition scale 
(Lee), respectively. In these cases, also, the present study confirmed the 
previously reported competitiveness components. 
In conclusion, some of the first-order factors were similar to factors found in 
the previous research on competitiveness. Specifically, the Win and Recognition 
of Performance factors were made up of essentially the same items as the 
previous research and the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness factor was made 
up of several items from the Gill and Lee Competitiveness scales. However, 
some previously reported factors were not found. Griffin-Pierson's Interpersonal 
Competitiveness items did not form a separate independent factor. Instead, most 
of these items loaded highest on the second-order Competitiveness factor. 
However, a factor was defined that had an interpersonal competitiveness focus; 
but these items were from the Nicholls' Ego Orientation scale and labeled 
Beating Others in the Workplace. Additionally, the goal competitiveness items 
from the Goal Competitiveness scale (Griffin-Pierson) and the Goal Orientation 
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scale (Gill) did not load on either of the competitiveness second-order factors, but 
instead on the Pursuit of Excellence second-order factor, believed to be 
associated with achievement motivation. 
Components of Achievement Motivation 
Achievement motivation has most recently been suggested to be based on 
a number of underlying independent factors. Cassidy and Lynn (1989) found six 
factors which seem to define achievement motivation in the literature, some of 
which were found in this study. Two factors have dominated the literature; 
Pursuit of Excellence (McClelland et al.; 1953) and Work Ethic (Weber, 1904). 
The other four factors conceptualized as part of achievement motivation have 
been: Status Aspiration, Competitiveness, Acquisitiveness for money and 
material wealth, and Mastery. The term is generally accepted as describing the 
personal strivings of individuals to attain goals within their social environments, 
but the factors that questionnaire measures of achievement motivation have 
produced differ and there is little agreement as to which factors underlie 
achievement motivation. This is particularly important to this study from a 
theoretical perspective in distinguishing between the factors that make up 
competitiveness and those that make up achievement motivation, because 
unidimensional measures of competitiveness have been included in 
questionnaire measures as a component of achievement motivation. 
186 
Two achievement motivation scales were included in this study; the WOFO 
developed by Helmreich and Spence (1978) and the Motivational Orientation 
Scale developed by Nicholls' (1988) that was revised for this study. Both 
measures included competitiveness as one of their scales. The achievement 
motivation factors, definitions, and authors of the previously developed 
achievement motivation scales used in this study were: 
Helmreich and Spence (1978) 
Competitiveness: a desire to win in interpersonal situations and do 
better than others. 
Work: the desire to work hard, do one's best, and improve. 
Masterv: the desire for challenge, keeping busy, and completing 
work. 
Nicholls (1988) 
Eao Orientation: the desire to be acknowledged as better, stronger, 
or more intelligent than another. 
Task Orientation: the desire to increase one's understanding or 
improve one's performance, a self-referenced definition of success. 
The factor analytic results from this study suggested there were four factors 
that could be considered aspects of achievement motivation. One factor was a 
second-order factor, labeled Pursuit of Excellence, and the other three were first-
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order factors. Analogous to the discussion of competitiveness, the second-order 
factor was used to identify the other components of achievement motivation. A 
comparison of the item content between the first-order factors and the Pursuit of 
Excellence second-order factor indicated that there were three first-order factors 
that contained an aspect of this second-order-factor. These three first-order 
factors were labeled Work Hard to Succeed, Task Orientation, and Mastery. 
The second-order factor, labeled Pursuit of Excellence, reflected a desire 
to achieve personal performance goals through competing against oneself. As 
discussed above, many of the items that loaded highest on this second-order 
factor were from the previously developed competitiveness scales of Goal 
Orientation (Gill) and Goal Competitiveness (Griffin-Pierson). Although Items 
were from competitiveness scales, these Items' content were consistent with the 
WOFO Work and Mastery components of achievement motivation and the Task 
Orientation component defined by Nicholls that also loaded on this factor. These 
results suggest that the construct of goal competition may be better described as 
a part of the achievement motive. Pursuit of Excellence. Hence, this suggests 
goal competitiveness items which loaded on this study's second-order Pursuit of 
Excellence factor had been previously incorrectly labeled as a component of 
competitiveness. This raises the question of whether other items previously 
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labeled as components of competitiveness might be better understood as 
components of achievement motivation. 
Among the first-order factors that emerged was a set of items that were 
labeled Work Hard to Succeed. The items that loaded highest on this factor were 
also from previously defined competitiveness scales: Competitiveness (Gill), 
Goal Orientation (Gill), and Goal Competitiveness (Griffin-Pierson). Although 
items contributing to this factor were from competitiveness scales, the item 
content reflected a desire to work hard to be the best possible. The content of 
these items was consistent with the WOFO Work component of achievement 
motivation. In fact, one item from the WOFO Work factor, 'I like to work hard.', 
loaded on this first-order factor. These results support the conclusion drawn 
earlier that some items related to components of achievement motivation had 
been incorrectly labeled as measuring a component of competitiveness in 
previous scales. 
Another first-order factor emerged as a second component of achievement 
motivation and was labeled Task Orientation. The items for this factor came from 
the Task Orientation scale of Nicholls and these items all reflected a desire to 
learn and improve one's performance. In this case, the present study confirmed 
the previously reported achievement motivation component. 
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The final first-order factor was labeled Mastery and was derived solely from 
items on the WOFO Mastery scale. These items reflected a desire to master 
challenging and difficult tasks. Again the present study confirmed the previously 
reported achievement motivation component. 
In conclusion, the item content of the second-order factor Pursuit of 
Excellence was consistent with McClelland et al.'s (1953) definition of 
achievement motivation: 'competition with a standard of excellence'. The first-
order factors were also similar to other factors found in previous research on 
achievement motivation. The Task Orientation and Mastery factors were made up 
of the most of the same items as in the previously defined scales used in this 
study. The Work Hard to Succeed factor contained similar content as the WOFO 
Work scale, although not the same items. Overall, these four factors were 
consistent with factors that have been identified as achievement motivation in the 
literature. Additionally, the results of this factor analysis have pointed out how 
some items previously defined as measuring a component of competitiveness 
may better be described as reflecting a component of achievement motivation. 
This occurred with two of the factors of achievement motivation. In the one case, 
Goal Competitiveness and Goal Orientation items were found to load with WOFO 
Work, WOFO Mastery, and Nicholl's Task Orientation items to form a factor 
reflecting the desire to achieve personal goals through competing against 
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oneself; Pursuit of Excellence. Because these items did not load highly on any of 
the factors described in this study to be components of competitiveness including 
the second-order Competitiveness factor, this raises the question of whether 
these items have been described correctly in the literature as a component of 
competitiveness. 
Labeling of Constructs 
To answer the question of whether Goal Competitiveness is one of the 
components of competitiveness or one of the components of achievement 
motivation, or for that matter whether competitiveness is a part of achievement 
motivation, one must first discuss the labeling of constructs. Labels have become 
personality theory's Tower of Babel in that people are using different names for 
the same constructs and recreating constructs that had been defined years ago. 
In order to understand the construct being measured, factors need to be 
evaluated in terms of their theoretical conceptualization, as well as through their 
item content, and factor analysis, rather than just relying on their labels. 
For example, the theoretical perspective of Nicholls (1988) study of 
achievement motivation and Griffin-Pierson (1988) study of competitiveness 
illustrates this point. Nicholls and Griffin-Pierson actually defined similar 
constructs. Nicholls (1990) defined the term Task Orientation to describe the 
effort that one expends to gain insight, skill, or accomplish something that is 
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personally challenging. Nicholl's conception of Task Orientation is consistent 
with Griffin-Pierson's (1988) definition of Goal Competition, where the focus of the 
competing is the desire to excel, achieve the goal, and be the best that one can 
be rather than excluding others from the goal. 
Nicholls (1990) defined the term Ego Orientation to describe the effort that 
one expends to 'establish his or her ability as superior to that of others.' (p. 110). 
According to Nicholls, one might at this same time gain some insight or perform at 
one's best, but these efforts would not be the goal of the behavior as they are in 
Task Orientation. Nicholl's conception of Ego Orientation achievement motivation 
is consistent with Griffin-Pierson's definition of Interpersonal Competition where 
'the desire is to do better than others...' (p. 6). Hence, theoretically, they are 
talking about the same thing rather than two different things. However, Griffin-
Pierson uses the framework of competitiveness to talk about these constructs, 
while Nicholls discusses these constructs as parts of achievement motivation. 
The second-order factor analysis was used to help clarify which 
components are competitiveness and which are achievement motivation. The 
results of this study suggest that Goal Competitiveness and Task Orientation are 
part of achievement motivation because items from these scales combined to 
form the second-order factor Pursuit of Excellence. Ego Orientation and 
Interpersonal Competitiveness, on the other hand, are part of competitiveness 
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because these items combined to form the second-order factor Competitiveness. 
Thus far, we may summarize as follows: one second-order factor unified 
the dimension Competitiveness by combining items from Ego Orientation, Win 
Orientation, Competitiveness, Competing for Recognition, and Interpersonal 
Competitiveness. Similarly, one second-order factor unified the dimension 
Pursuit of Excellence by combining items from Goal Competitiveness, Goal 
Orientation, Mastery, Task Orientation, and Work. Independent first-order factors 
emerged from this study and organized in a consistent manner with these second-
order factors: 
Competitiveness: 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness 
Win 
Beating Others in the Workplace 
Recognition of Performance 
Pursuit of Excellence 
Work Hard to Succeed 
Task Orientation 
Mastery 
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Implications of Labeling 
This conceptualization produced by the second-order factor analysis 
indicates that it is possible to distinguish between components that we can 
describe by the label Pursuit of Excellence and components that we can describe 
by the label Competitiveness. Competitiveness is not a part of achievement 
motivation when you define achievement motivation as Pursuit of Excellence. 
The use of second-order construct labels (e.g. competitiveness and 
achievement motivation) however, tends to obfuscate the true underling nature of 
each of these broad constructs and their relationship to other constructs. While in 
everyday usage, most people talk about competitiveness as being a single 
construct, these results indicate competitiveness is a made up of several 
Independent constructs. Our usage in the lay population of applying one term as 
a label for these different aspects of competitiveness is purely for convenience. 
It is not atypical for psychologists, as well as lay people, to apply a 
unidimensional label to a multidimensional set of constructs. Although it is a 
convenient way to describe related ideas, it is; however, misleading for the 
science of psychology. When different relationships exist between the first-order 
and outcome variables, as they do with the first-order factors of competitiveness, 
using a unidimensional label to describe the three factors obscures the 
independent nature of these factors. 
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In most cases, researchers have used the label for convenience as a way 
of talking about a broader construct without the supporting evidence from a 
second-order factor analysis. This is a imprecise because using a 
unidimensional label implies that there is a broad second-order dimension that 
accounts for the variance of the first-order factors. Most studies of achievement 
motivation have not tested for second-order factors. Those that have tested for 
second-order factors have found not one, but multiple second-order factors 
(Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Jackson et al., 1976). 
This study found unifying second-order factors of competitiveness, as well 
as achievement motivation suggesting their are unidimensional, broad second-
order constructs. Despite the fact that this research suggests competitiveness is a 
unitary trait, it appears that the measurement of this trait is possible only when 
other, rather specific traits are measured as well. The measurement of general 
Competitiveness entails the measurement of specific traits which, in themselves, 
are independent of Competitiveness. The situation here is analogous to that 
occurring in the cognitive domain. The notion of General Intelligence is widely 
accepted and yet it can not be measured without also measuring such traits as 
verbal ability, quantitative ability, etc. And, as is the case with General 
Intelligence, the measurement of Competitiveness will be best achieved through 
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questionnaires containing a wide diversity of items ratlier than items from only 
one of the several factors associated with competitiveness. 
Even with such a conclusion, that competitiveness is a unitary trait, it is 
misleading to use the unidimensional label when discussing the construct in a 
scientific context. A preferred and more precise approach is to recognize the 
multidimensional set of constructs in addition to the broad general construct 
utilize the term 'components of competitiveness' when referring to the construct. 
Relationship Between Competitiveness and Achievement Motivation 
Another question addressed in this study was how the components of 
competitiveness related to components of achievement motivation. At the onset 
of this study, the relationships between components of achievement motivation 
and competitiveness were unclear, partly due to the fact that unidimensional 
measures of competitiveness are typically included in measures of achievement 
motivation. The pattern of correlations between the study defined components of 
competitiveness and components of achievement motivation were explored to 
assess relationships between these two constructs. 
The pattern of correlations between the competitiveness components and 
achievement motivation components indicated that the strongest relationship was 
between the achievement motivation components and the study-derived Affective 
Reaction to Competitiveness scale. Except for Task Orientation, all components 
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of achievement motivation were positively correlated with the Affective Reaction 
to Competitiveness component. The correlations between the study-derived 
competitiveness components and the study-derived achievement motivation 
components were biased upward because the factors were derived from the 
same factor analysis. However, this was not the case with the WOFO factors and 
there were similarly high correlations between Work and Mastery scales with the 
Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale. Hence, the size of these 
correlations was believed to be stable. These results strongly suggest there is an 
affective or emotional component that is a part of all measured achievement 
motivation components. 
There were also significant, although smaller correlations between the 
second-order competitiveness factors and the achievement motivation 
components. These correlations, however, were probably due to the high 
intercorrelations between the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness scale and the 
second-order factors. The Competitiveness second-order factor correlated .60 
with the Affective Reaction to Competitiveness component and the Self-
Description of Competitiveness component correlated .68 with the Affective 
Reaction to Competitiveness component. In addition, these results clearly 
suggest that other aspects of competitiveness; such as, beating others, winning. 
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and receiving recognition of one's performance, are not part of the components of 
achievement motivation. 
Components of General Personalitv 
The factor analytic results suggested that five factors were sufficient to 
describe the general personality items for this sample. The factor structure for the 
Hogan Personality Inventory was not compared directly through examination of 
the item content of each factor because the authors have chosen not to release 
this information. However, by comparing the correlations between the factors and 
by utilizing the Hogan Personality Inventory Manual a general comparision can 
be made between the factor solutions. 
Overall, the five study-derived factors seemed to be similar to the seven 
factors used in the Hogan taxonomy. The study-derived factors can be mapped 
onto the author-defined factors as follows: 
Studv Defined Hoaan Defined 
Adjustment Self Approval 
Social Leadership Ambition / Sociability 
Intellectance Intellectance / School Success 
Openness to Experience Prudence / Sociability 
Concern with Likeability Likeability / Ambition 
The factor structures are somewhat different because the factor structure for the 
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study-derived scales reflected the variation present in the sample. The study-
derived factors were tailored for this sample and, of course, the author-defined 
Hogan factors were not. 
Relationship Between General Personalitv and Competitiveness 
Another question addressed in this study was how the components of 
competitiveness fit into the context of general personality. Prior to this study, this 
question had never been investigated. The pattern of correlations between 
components of competitiveness defined in this study and components of general 
personality were explored to assess relationships between these constructs. 
Study defined components of general personality as well as the author-defined 
scales were included in the analyses. 
As might be expected, the correlation structure reported in the results 
section suggested that there was a relationship between the competitiveness 
components and Ambition. Two components of competitiveness, the second-
order factor Self-Description of Competitiveness and the Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness factor, were related to Ambition. No other competitiveness 
component was significantly related to Ambition. Hence, the relationship 
between competitiveness and ambition is based on somewhat superficial aspects 
of competitiveness (e.g. the recognition that one is competitive or that one gets 
turned on by competing). 
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Whereas the relationship between components of competitiveness and 
Ambition seems to be rather limited, some general personality components are 
related across all components of competitiveness. For example, Sociability 
seems to be reflected in all the components of competitiveness, as does 
Openness to Experience. Hence, some aspects of personality fully involve 
competitiveness. However, some aspects of personality have nothing to do with 
competitiveness, such as School Success and self perception of Likeability). 
Furthermore, these correlations suggest that not all aspects of 
competitiveness reflect positive personality traits. This was most evident by the 
negative correlations between Beating Others in the Workplace with Adjustment 
and with Self Approval and between all components of competitiveness with 
Prudence. Consequently, those who are focused on beating others may be less 
well adjusted and less self approving and those who are competitive, in any 
aspect of competitiveness, are probably less prudent individuals. Additionally, 
because competitiveness components correlated differentially with the general 
personality scales as well as across competitiveness components, the data 
provide empirical evidence that it is inappropriate to refer to an individual as 
having high competitiveness without specifying the kinds and the quality of such 
motivation. 
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Gender and Age Effects of the Study-Derived Scales 
Gender Differences 
Competing has never been just for men, but within the last two decades 
women have gained the right to participate in many more types of competitive 
activities; organized sports, as well as within the business and professional 
arena. There has been such a great increase in women's participation in 
organized sports and business that another question explored in this study was 
whether gender (biological sex) or gender identity accounted for more variation in 
the scores on the components of competitiveness? 
First, sex differences in the structure of the factors were investigated and 
there do not seem to be differences in the factor structure for men and women. 
Second, it was expected that gender differences would occur on the 
competitiveness components and significant zero-order correlations were found 
for all of the components but one. The Recognition of Performance scale did not 
produce a significant correlation with gender. Taken by themselves, these zero-
order correlations suggest that women score lower on most of the components of 
competitiveness than men. However, when we regressed gender and gender 
identity on the component scores, we were unable to determine any main effects 
due to gender or gender interactions. The zero-order correlations present a 
pattern in the data that is not reinforced by the regression analysis. 
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Gender correlates highly with many variables and studies that include only 
gender as an independent variable can be very misleading (cf. Griffin-Pierson, 
1988). Partial correlation coefficients try to approach this ambiguity by separating 
the variance due to the variables. The patterns in the data between gender and 
the components of competitiveness disappear when you add gender identity. 
Because there is multicollinearity among the variables, none of the partial 
correlations reached significance at the .01 level and therefore, it is impossible to 
determine what accounts for the significance in the models. Thus, as far as 
statistics can take us, gender, as a variable, behaves the same as gender identity. 
In conclusion, the results indicated that gender did not correlate 
significantly with the performance rating criteria, and no gender bias in the 
performance rating criteria were found. However, gender differences were found 
on all but one component of competitiveness. If components of competitiveness 
are used as predictors to select or promote unit managers, this pattern of results 
could indicate gender bias caused by such predictors. 
Age Effects 
Age bias on the ratings was tested in the same manner as gender bias. 
Like gender, when a main effect of supervisor age was tested for, no bias was 
detected. However, a significant effect due to subordinate age was detected for 
the rating of Human Resource Management. Younger subordinates were rated 
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lower on Human Resource Management than were older subordinates. Although 
not significant, this pattern was consistent across all the performance ratings. 
Age differences again were discovered as moderating the relationship 
between the Overall Performance rating and the study-derived scales. Several 
scales were particularly susceptible to age effects (e.g. Affective Reaction to 
Competitiveness, Work Hard to Succeed, Beating Others in the Workplace). The 
standardized partial regression coefficients and the zero-order correlations that 
were calculated for younger and older subordinates on the Overall Performance 
rating provide some insight into the age effects. For a younger subordinate, the 
results suggest that describing themselves as competitive, saying they "get 
psyched up" by competition, and they want to beat others in their day to day 
activities, seems to get them high performance ratings. For older workers, an 
opposite effect occurs. When they describe themselves as competitive and that 
they "get psyched up" by competition, they get low performance ratings. 
The standardized partial regression coefficients and the zero-order 
correlations provide two distinct ways of making sense of the age interactions. 
Because of multicollinearity among the scales, the conclusions the regression 
coefficients and correlations provide are slightly different and it is impossible to 
clarify these distinctions between the two analyses with the data from this study. 
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Outcome Effects of the Study-Derived Scales 
The final question addressed by this study was what work outcomes do the 
components of competitiveness predict? As discussed in the Literature Review, 
unidimensional measures of competitiveness have been found to be negatively 
related to some performance outcomes and positively related to others. Prior to 
this research, the multidimensional nature of competitiveness had not been taken 
into account when evaluating the predictive validity of competitiveness. This 
question was evaluated in the present research by looking at the correlations 
between predictors and criteria utilized In this study as well as conducting 
multiple regressions and canonical correlations on the variables. 
The correlations between the components of competitiveness and the 
criteria produced only one significant relationship between a component of 
competitiveness and an outcome variable. The Self-Description of 
Competitiveness second-order factor was negatively correlated with the 
supervisor rating of Quality, Service, and Cleanliness of the restaurant. Although 
this correlation was low (i = -.21), the results suggested that those who described 
themselves as competitive received lower ratings from their supervisor on this 
rating of this restaurant. This finding was consistent with the negative correlations 
found between components of competitiveness and the general personality trait 
Prudence. 
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The linear regression analyses indicated that Tenure, Cost of Sales, Cost 
of Labor, and the Quality, Service, and Cleanliness rating were not predictable for 
any of the regression models. Only the supervisory performance ratings were 
predictable. The pattern of partial regression coefficients for the performance 
ratings indicated that the Win component of competitiveness may have added to 
the predictability of Human Resource Management and Overall Performance, but 
in a negative direction. However, no other performance rating was predictable by 
any other components of competitiveness. Hence, it appears that 
competitiveness is a poorer predictor of success in the workplace than some of 
the other predictors investigated. And for those for whom winning is an important 
value, it may actually predict poorer performance. 
Limitations of the study 
Large sample sizes are hard to come by when doing applied research. 
The sample size in this study was small relative to the preferred number of 
subjects desired to run factor analysis. Future research should be conducted to 
varify the components of competitiveness found in this study. Additionally, the 
sample used in this research was obtained from a population of managers 
employed by a single corporation. It is possible that the culture fostered by this 
particular corporation may have influenced the pattern of relationships observed 
among components of competitiveness, personality constructs, and the 
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performance criteria assessed. Future studies should be conducted across 
multiple business environments and the results cross validated. 
A second possible limitation of the study derived from the exclusive use of 
questionnaires to assess the components of competitiveness. Future research 
could extend the present findings by including behavioral measures of these 
constructs. 
Finally, the set of criterion variables used in this study was selected based 
on the availability from the organization. There is little theoretical rationale that 
has been developed in the literature for expecting competitiveness to be 
meaningfully associated with job criteria. Further research should endeavor to 
build a theory of competitiveness in order to fully assess its usefulness as a 
predictor. In addition, curvilinear relationships between the predictors and criteria 
might be examined. 
Implications of the Present Research 
Currently personality testing is going through a "rebirth." There have been 
numerous studies indicating personality variables are related to job performance. 
Industrial/organizational psychologists need to continue to study the effects of 
various personality characteristics on managerial behavior in order to improve 
the selection and development of managers. 
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This study presented a hierarchical factor analysis methodology that can 
be used to investigate and clarify personality constructs. Using this methodology, 
components of competitiveness were distinguished from components of 
achievement motivation. Some of the components of these two sets of higher 
order constructs had been previously confused and identically labeled in the 
literature. 
This research supported the contention that competitiveness is a 
multidimensional set of constructs, and it suggested that the validity of future 
research may be determined by the extent to which investigators are cognizant of 
this fact. Employing a unidimensional conceptualization of competitiveness 
obscures the diverse relationships that may exist between components of 
competitiveness and performance outcomes. 
Furthermore, these findings suggest that although males and females were 
not perceived to differ on performance criteria, they did differ in self ratings of 
components of competitiveness. Women reported less competitiveness than men 
on most of the components of competitiveness. However, scores on the 
components of competitiveness did not differ for those individuals who exhibited 
a masculine gender identity. To the extent that personnel decisions are based 
upon components of competitiveness, the results of this study indicate that these 
decisions will be artificially biased against women. 
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Finally, more research needs to be conducted on the relationships 
between components of competitiveness and outcome variables. This study 
indicated that competitiveness does not promote achievement and success. 
However, this is in stark contrast to what is believed by the public at large. Most 
people believe that competitiveness is a positive characteristic leading to positive 
outcomes. We may have an upward battle on our hands to convince the masses. 
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Dear unit manager, 
As part of our commitment to education, we occasionally participate in scientific 
research projects. I am requesting the cooperation and participation of you and 
your area manager in this research study. No results from this study; neither your 
survey responses nor assessments made by your area manager will be used for our 
performance evaluations or any other personnel decisions. 
If you participate, you will receive an individualized developmental feedback 
report. This report will be sent directly to you. No one in the company will receive 
this information. You should not feel compelled to share these results with your 
area manager. It is your choice with whom you discuss this feedback. Your area 
manager will not initiate and conversation about your feedback. However, if you are 
interested, this report may prove to be useful in initiating a career development 
discussion. 
Thank you for your participation and your time. 
Sincerely, 
Sr. Director, Human Resource Development 
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Dear unit manager, 
The purpose of this study is to investigate how managerial characteristics and 
attitudes relate to various aspects of job performance. It is hoped that this research will 
benefit you and us by better understanding the relationship between attitudes, 
performance, and the job environment. 
This study is for a doctoral dissertation and for research purposes only. No 
personnel decisions will be made with this data and no one from our company will see 
your individual responses. At any point, you may withdraw from this study and decide 
not to participate without penalty to your job. After you complete the survey, you will seal 
your responses in the envelope you received them in and send them directly to Iowa 
State University. Only the researcher will see your individual responses. 
As a part of the study, performance information will be collected from your area 
manager and financial performance indices on your unit will be collected from the 
company. You are being asked to include your name and your social security number 
in order to match this information with your survey responses. In accordance with the 
American Psychological Association's Ethical Principles of Psvcholoaists. after this 
performance information is provided and it has been matched with your responses, all 
identifiers will be removed from the data. No record will be kept as to which individual 
completed the surveys or provided performance information. 
Enclosed you will find 2 survey booklets and 2 computer scoring sheets. You 
will have as much time as you need to complete the questionnaires. The study will 
take an average of 30 minutes to complete. Those who participate in this study will 
receive an individual profile with a personalized interpretation and a group profile of 
how the managerial characteristics are related to performance. 
If you have any questions concerning these procedures, I am available to 
answer your questions at the number listed below. Thank you for participating in this 
research study. 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Johnson, M.S. 
Department of Psychology 
(515)294-1742 
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INFORMED CONSENT 
This study has not been commissioned by the company. It is your decision to 
participate in this study and you may discontinue participation at any time without 
penalty to your job. Your answers to these surveys are confidential. If you participate 
you need to disclose your name and social security number so that performance 
information can be matched with your responses to the managerial characteristics 
surveys. This information will not be used to make any personnel decisions. No one 
at the company will see your individual responses or the performance assessments. 
After the performance information has been matched with your responses, your name 
and social security number will be removed from the data. 
If you agree to participate in this study and provide the information requested, 
please sign this consent form and complete the box below. Thank you for contributing 
to this research. 
Name 
Social Security Number 
Age: 
Race; Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, Other 
Sex: 
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STUDY INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Make sure you have read and signed the "Informed Consent" form. 
2. Complete the 2 booklets in the order received in this packet. Mark your responses to each 
statement on the computer answer sheets with a No. 2 pencil. You will have as much time as 
you need to complete the study. Try to work quickly and do not spend too much time on any 
single question. 
3. When you have answered all statements in the booklets, place only the 2 answer sheets,the 
"Informed Consent" form, and this sheet (if you would like a feedback report) in the stamped 
manila envelope they came in. 
5. Seal the stamped addressed manila envelope and return it directly to me at Iowa State 
University. 
Thank you for participating in the study. 
Write your name and address below if you would like a feedback 
report: 
Name: 
Address; 
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Managerial 
Characteristics 
Booklet 1 
For Unit Managers 
PLEASE NOTE 
Copyrighted materials in this document have 
not been f i lmed at the request of the author. 
They are available for consultation, however, 
in the author's university l ibrary. 
Managerial Characteristics 
228-245 
University Microfi lms International 
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Dear area manager, 
As part of our commitment to education, we occasionally participate in scientific 
research projects. I am requesting the cooperation and participation of you and your 
unit managers in this research study. 
Your unit managers will receive an individualized developmental feedback report 
if they participate. This feedback is for the unit manager and neither this feedback or 
your assessments of your managers are to be used in our performance evaluations 
or other personnel decisions. 
Thank you for your participation and your time. 
Sincerely, 
Sr. Director, Human Resource Development 
248 
Dear area manager, 
The purpose of this study is to investigate how managerial characteristics and 
attitudes relate to various aspects of job performance. It is hoped that this research will 
benefit you and us by better understanding the relationship between attitudes, 
performance, and the job environment. 
This study is for research purposes only. No personnel decisions will be made 
with this data and no one from our company will see your individual responses. At any 
point, you may withdraw from this study and decide not to participate without penalty to 
your job. After you complete the survey, you will seal your responses in the envelope 
you received them in and send them directly to Iowa State University. Only the 
researcher will see your individual responses. 
As a part of this study, you are being asked to provide performance information 
on your unit managers. In addition, financial performance indices will be collected 
from the company. Unit managers are being asked to include their name and social 
security number on their forms in order to match their information with your 
evaluations. In accordance with the American Psychological Association's Ethical 
Principles of Psvcholoaists. after this performance information has been matched with 
their responses, all identifiers will be removed from the data. No record will be kept as 
to which individual completed the surveys or provided performance information. 
Enclosed you will find a survey booklet and 14 computer scoring sheets. You 
will have as much time as you need to complete the ten questions on each of your unit 
managers. The ratings should take under an hour to complete. For those who 
participate in this study, you will receive an executive summary of the results. 
If you have any questions concerning these procedures, I am available to 
answer your questions at the number listed below. Thank you for participating in this 
research study. 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Johnson, M.S. 
Department of Psychology 
(515)294-1742 
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INFORMED CONSENT 
This study has not been commissioned by the company. It is your decision to 
participate in this study and you may discontinue participation at any time without 
penalty to your job. Your answers to the Supervisory Perspective survey are 
confidential. If you participate you need to disclose your name and the names of your 
unit managers so that your information can be matched with your unit managers' 
responses to the attitude surveys. This information will not be used to make any 
personnel decisions. No one at the company will see your ratings or your unit 
managers' responses. After your ratings have been matched with their responses, all 
identifiers will be removed from the data. 
If you agree to participate in this study and provide the information requested, 
please sign this consent form and complete the box below. Thank you for contributing 
to this research. 
Name 
Age: 
Race: Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, Other 
Sex: 
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STUDY INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Make sure you have read and signed the "Informed Consent" form. 
2. Complete the Supervisory Perspective questionnaire on all of your unit managers. Use a 
separate computer answer sheet for each manager. Fill in the manager's first and last name on 
the answer sheet before you begin your ratings. You will have as much time as you need to 
complete the study. Try to work quickly and do not spend too much time on any single 
question. 
3. When you have completed the ratings on all of your unit managers, return only the answer 
sheets, the "Informed Consent" form and this sheet (if you would like a feedback report) in the 
stamped manila envelope they came in. 
4. Seal your envelope and return it directly to me at Iowa State University. 
Thank you for participating in the study. 
Write your name and address below if you would like a feedback 
report: 
Name: 
Address: 
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INSTRUCTIONS: 
This booklet contains a section on performance evaluation and a section on managerial 
characteristics. You will evaluate each of your unit managers' performance and characteristics. 
Enclosed you will find 14 computer answer sheets. Mark your answers on the computer answer 
sheets. Use one answer sheet per unit manager. Fill in their FIRST AND LAST name on the 
answer sheet before you begin. Assess one unit manager's performance and characteristics and 
then go on to the next. It should take you 45 minutes to one hour to complete all of your 
managers' evaluations. This averages to be 5 minutes per unit manager. 
Please use only the No. 2 pencil provided. Make sure the number you are working on in this 
booklet is the same as the number on the answer sheet. Try to work quickly. Do not spend too 
much time on any single item. 
PLEASE DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS BOOKLET. MARK YOUR ANSWERS ON THE ENCLOSED 
COMPUTER ANSWER SHEETS. 
FILL IN EACH UNIT MANAGER'S FIRST AND LAST NAME ON THE ANSWER SHEET BEFORE 
YOU BEGIN YOUR RATINGS. 
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Section 1: 
Unit Manager Performance Evaluation 
Instructions: This section contains the same accountabilities that are evaluated in the company 
Unit Manager Performance Appraisal form. You will rate each major accountability on a 1-7 
scale and then provide an overall performance rating for each of your unit managers. 
FILL IN THE MANAGER'S NAME ON THE ANSWER SHEET BEFORE YOU BEGIN YOUR RATINGS. 
7 = Distinguished: Outstanding, obviously far above required performance 
6 = Superior: Noticeably better than required performance 
5 = Commendable +: Somewhat better than the standard for the position 
4 = Commendable: Overall equal to or somewhat better than the standard for the position 
3 = Commendable -: Somewhat lower than required performance 
2 = Provisional: Below standards; shows noticeable need for improvement 
1 = Unacceptable: Obviously well below the acceptable level for the position 
1. Customer Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Measures 
• Ensures excellent quality 
• Ensures quality products are served 
• Keeps unit clean, safe and operating at 
peak effectiveness 
• Manages production process 
2. Human Resource Management 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Measures 
• Manages unit turnover 
Recruits, orients and selects high-quality 
employees 
Trains and develops employees to maximize 
performance 
Provides direction and coaching to improve 
performance 
Maintains positive employee relations 
Measures 
Maintains daily/weekly/period financial 
controls 
Manages cost of sales 
• Manages labor costs 
Manages inventory and cash 
• Controls semi-variables 
3. Retail Management 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Measures 
Executes marketing plan to drive sales 
Creates positive trade area relations 
Competes in the trade area 
4. Financial Management 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 2: 
Managerial Characteristics Assessment 
Instructions: This section contains 5 descriptions that you are to read and then rate for each 
unit manager. Read each description, decide how well you feel it describes your manager, and 
then rate each on the 1-5 scale below. A "1" means that you strongly disagree with the 
description for your unit manager, and a "5" means that you strongly agree with the description 
for your unit manager. 
5 = strongly agree with the description 
4 = Agree with the description 
3 = Neither agree nor disagree 
2 = Disagree with the description 
1 = strongly Disagree with the description 
6. My unit manager is hard driving and competitive and is always striving to be the biggest 
and the best. He/she thrives on competition and is a determined competitor. 
7. My unit manager enjoys competing against others on a task. It is important for him/her to 
perform better than others and know he/she is the best. It annoys my unit manager when 
other people perform better than he/she does. 
8. Winning is important to my unit manager. He/she hates to lose at anything he/she does 
and is satisfied only when he/she wins. 
9. My unit manager wants to excel and will strive to achieve a goal, whether or not he/she 
outperforms others. Reaching performance goals is important to my unit manager and 
he/she is always competing with himself/herself to reach new goals. 
10. My unit manager competes with others in order to be recognized as the best. He/she likes 
the attention that winning brings and likes to be recognized for his/her high achievements. 
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STUDY ADMINISTRATOR'S INSTRUCTIONS 
Participants in the study are unit managers and their respective area managers. 
After participants have been seated, pass out maniia envelopes. A No. 2 pencil is 
included in each envelope. Each unit manager should receive a packet marked "UM" 
for unit managers and each area manager should receive a packet marked "AM" for 
area managers. 
Each unit manager packet will contain: 1) a cover letter from the company, 2) a 
cover letter from the researcher, 3) an Informed Consent form, 4) Study 
Instructions, 5) 2 questionnaire booklets and 2 computer answer sheets. 
Each area manager packet will contain: 1) a cover letter from the company, 2) a 
cover letter from the researcher, 3) an Informed Consent form, 4) Study 
Instructions, 5) 1 questionnaire booklet and 14 computer answer sheets. 
NOTE: If you are an area manager administering the study materials 
to your unit managers, your managers may feel compelled to 
participate. The American Psychological Association's Ethical 
Principles of Psychologists require that participation be without 
coercion. Therefore, please let your managers know that they may 
return a blank packet if they do not wish to participate. 
SCRIPT for UNIT MANAGERS 
1. Welcome unit managers 
Thank you for coming today. We appreciate you taking time out of 
your busy schedule. 
2. Ask participants to read the cover letters from the company and the researcher. 
You should have in front of you a maniia folder with a No. 2 Pencil 
enclosed. Please open the envelope and take out the materials. 
Please read the two cover letters; one is from the company the 
other is from the researcher. 
3. Overview the information in the letters which includes study procedures. 
Inquire if there are any questions. Ask the participants to read and sign the 
consent form, if they agree to participate in the study. 
I will now highlight the study purpose and procedures for you and 
answer any questions. This is a dissertation research study. The 
purpose of this study is to investigate individual manager 
characteristics and their relationship to job performance. The 
company is requesting your cooperation and participation in the 
study. We feel that it is worthwhile to participate in research 
studies from time to time. We have not commissioned this 
research to be done. 
Our benefit for participating in this study is that you will be 
receiving an individualized developmental feedback report. This 
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report may provide you insight into your behaviors and attitudes 
that may affect your job performance. This feedback report will 
be sent directly to you. No one in the company will receive this 
information. You should not feel compelled to share this 
information with anyone. It is your choice if you share this 
information and to this end, I will not initiate any conversation 
about your feedback from this study. 
No personnel decisions will be made as a result of you filling out 
these questionnaires. No one from the company will ever see your 
data. It is your decision to participate in this study and you may 
withdraw from participation at any time that you are uncomfortable 
without penalty to your career. 
Your answers are confidential and only the researcher will see 
your individual responses. You will seal your responses in the 
envelope and neither I nor any other company employee will ever 
see them. I will box them up and send them directly to Iowa State 
University for analysis. 
I will be providing performance information on all my unit 
managers for this study. I will rate your performance and answer 
a few additional questions about each of you. These ratings are for 
this research study only and will not be used for company 
performance appraisals or for any other personnel decision. I 
will not share my ratings with anyone. I will seal my responses 
in my envelope and neither you nor any other company employee 
will ever see them. Home Office is additionally providing 
financial information on your unit's performance. Once your 
performance information has been combined with your responses 
and you have received your feedback report, all identifiers will be 
removed from the data. 
Do you have any questions? 
If you have no more questions, please make sure that you have 
read the informed consent form, signed your name and social 
security number, and completed the demographic information. 
4. Ask participants to begin the study. 
Make sure that you have 2 survey booklets and 2 computer answer 
sheets. Read the instructions on the first page of Survey Booklet 
1 and begin when you are ready. 
5. Have participants bring their sealed envelope to you when they have finished 
the study. Give them a "Participant Debriefing" sheet. They are free to go. 
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Box and send all completed manila envelope packets to: 
Deb Johnson 
Iowa State University 
Department of Psycliology 
West Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THESE INSTRUCTIONS, 
PLEASE CALL AND LEAVE A MESSAGE WITH A PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
SECRETARY AND I WILL RETURN YOUR CALL AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
DEB JOHNSON (515)294-1742. 
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260 
Dear unit manager, 
Three or four weeks ago your area or market manager distributed a 
questionnaire in a manila envelope and you were asked to participate in a scientific 
research study to investigate managerial characteristics and attitudes. I am sending 
this letter as a reminder for those of you who have not returned the questionnaire. It is 
not too late to participate. I know that this is a busy time of the year, but I would 
appreciate your contribution to this project. 
If you would still like to participate and need an additional copy of the 
questionnaire, please drop me a note at the address below or call 515/294-1742 and 
leave your name and address with the Psychology Department secretary. I will send 
you another copy of the questionnaire in the next day's mail. 
I sincerely appreciate the response that I have received to date. If you have 
already returned your questionnaire, you will receive your written feedback report in 
approximately one month. 
Thank you again for participating in this research study. 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Johnson, M.S. 
Department of Psychology 
(515)294-1742 
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Dear area manager, 
As you know I am researching managerial characteristics in the workforce. 
Company personnel have been very helpful and cooperative. However, I am not 
getting the number of responses that I had hoped for from your unit managers. In 
your area, less than half of the unit managers have responsed so far. 
Consequently, I need your help. Will you please announce at your next staff 
meeting that it is not too late to participate in the study. I am enclosing some 
additional unit manager survey packets for you to hand out to your managers if they 
need them. Please stress to the managers they will receive useful information 
about themselves from the study. I know that unit managers do not get a lot of 
developmental feedback and each manager who participates will receive a skills 
profile with a personalized interpretation. 
I would like to thank you for vour help and participation in the study. I have 
had close to 100% participation of area managers. I have been pleased with the 
response and the interest you have shown. I know that you would like the results to 
represent a balanced picture of your area. Whatever encouragement you give your 
unit managers to participate will be appreciated. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call at the number listed 
below. Thanks again for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Johnson, M.S. 
Department of Psychology 
(515)294-1742 
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Table El. The first 20 eigenvalues of the 119 X 119 correlation matrix 
Number Value Number Value 
1. 22.70 11. 1.76 
2. 10.05 12. 1.65 
3. 5.88 13. 1.61 
4. 3.59 14. 1.44 
5. 2.87 15. 1.34 
6. 2.80 16. 1.31 
7. 2.36 17. 1.28 
8. 2.27 18. 1.19 
9. 2.01 19. 1.16 
10. 2.98 20. 1.12 
Note. N = 197. 
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Table E2. F Matrix - Rotated factor loading for the competitiveness, achievement 
motivation, and gender identitiy items 
Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
U1 -.22 -.22 .07 .15 .07 -.01 -.01 -.15 -.07 .09 -.40 
U2 .14 .45 -.18 .02 -.21 .02 .02 .15 .00 .11 -.02 
U3 .69 .28 -.05 .08 -.09 .15 .00 .11 -.06 -.12 -.09 
U4 .11 .13 .20 .13 -.31 .30 -.05 -.16 .00 -.03 .05 
U5 -.04 .02 .09 .01 .13 -.21 -.05 .09 -.24 -.08 -.19 
US .49 .41 .13 .21 -.18 .03 .01 -.08 -.24 -.09 -.04 
U7 .12 .56 -.03 -.08 -.05 .07 .07 .13 .09 .15 -.03 
U8 .25 .32 -.07 .05 -.11 .29 -.04 .21 -.01 .03 .44 
U9 .26 .47 -.05 .04 -.14 .37 .04 .15 -.06 .04 .09 
U10 .28 .28 -.04 .25 -.38 .24 .10 .12 .01 .04 .16 
U11 .24 .52 .07 -.05 .00 .15 .11 .03 -.02 -.01 -.22 
U12 .60 .14 .28 .24 -.04 .13 -.09 -.03 -.08 .03 -.05 
U13 .16 .11 -.02 .08 -.02 .09 -.15 .08 -.10 .16 .48 
U14 .07 .40 -.19 -.02 -.07 .46 .18 .15 -.05 .03 -.02 
U15 .15 .61 .01 .03 .03 -.05 .04 -.02 -.10 .04 .04 
U16 .12 .61 .03 -.07 -.01 .06 .16 .10 .05 .03 .11 
U17 .23 .05 .50 .09 .06 -.03 -.17 -.11 -.11 -.02 .09 
U18 .16 .48 .09 -.03 .15 -.03 .03 -.04 .07 .02 .10 
U19 .64 .10 .23 .00 .00 .10 -.06 .10 -.14 -.07 -.09 
U20 .45 .04 .22 .20 .04 .12 .08 .04 -.26 -.03 -.16 
U21 -.27 -.11 -.06 -.17 .05 -.07 -.11 .04 -.02 .35 .14 
U22 .78 .13 .10 .02 .02 .03 -.06 .08 .02 -.11 .10 
U23 -.23 -.07 -.12 -.08 -.13 .07 .17 .17 .16 .38 -.07 
U24 .74 .11 .08 .10 -.21 .08 -.03 .11 .12 .03 -.06 
U25 .43 .23 .35 .25 -.20 -.03 .00 -.05 -.24 .02 .04 
U26 .85 .21 -.08 -.04 -.10 .08 -.01 -.01 .02 -.14 .05 
U27 -.17 .14 .00 -.10 -.09 .07 -.02 -.03 .00 .50 .00 
U28 .81 .21 .03 -.06 .01 .11 -.08 -.07 .04 -.09 .06 
U29 .05 -.13 .15 .14 .01 -.06 .05 .00 -.50 -.02 .12 
U30 .06 .66 .00 -.08 -.12 .08 .09 .00 .05 -.08 .05 
U31 .07 -.06 .35 .32 .17 .21 .06 -.13 -.24 -.08 -.01 
U32 .34 .32 .01 .10 -.14 .38 .01 .10 .01 .00 .14 
U33 .64 .22 .02 .03 -.06 .25 .03 .23 -.04 .05 -.01 
U34 .27 .24 .20 .08 -.05 .49 .05 .25 -.02 .03 .05 
U35 .12 -.13 .22 .19 -.19 .20 .04 -.01 .13 -.07 -.10 
U36 .15 .58 .03 .01 .01 .05 .10 -.01 .12 -.13 .15 
U37 -.04 -.04 .03 -.13 .05 -.10 .09 -.01 -.04 .64 .00 
U38 .42 -.03 .38 .12 .08 .09 .19 -.14 -.03 .11 .07 
U39 .62 .05 .38 .08 -.02 .09 .12 .04 -.07 .01 -.01 
U40 .74 .32 .10 .09 -.08 .06 .04 .00 -.03 -.14 .17 
U41 .51 -.07 .21 .11 .04 -.02 .01 .10 -.23 -.12 .10 
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Table E2. F Matrix - Rotated factor loading for the competitiveness, achievement 
motivation, and gender identitiy items (continued) 
Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
U42 .63 .14 .30 .19 -.02 -.06 -.06 -.05 -.13 -.05 .09 
U43 -.09 -.65 -.09 .07 .08 -.08 -.08 -.13 -.07 -.04 .01 
U44 .11 .69 -.06 -.02 -.02 .08 .11 .04 .08 -.06 -.04 
U45 .44 -.02 .13 .14 -.01 -.17 .05 -.05 .10 .18 .12 
U46 .39 .59 .05 .15 -.03 .39 .11 .09 -.04 -.02 .07 
U47 .22 .34 .11 .08 .11 .45 .02 .28 -.07 .05 .19 
U48 .23 .00 .21 .18 .07 .21 .11 .04 -.35 -.16 .20 
U49 .60 .24 .00 .01 -.02 .27 .05 .23 -.08 -.07 .09 
U50 .08 .60 .03 .00 -.08 .06 .14 .06 .03 .02 .08 
U51 .55 .14 .38 .26 -.02 .09 -.01 -.02 -.04 -.10 .00 
U52 .75 .17 .11 -.01 -.06 .10 .16 .10 .08 -.10 -.03 
U53 .34 -.01 .54 .24 .05 .09 -.02 .04 .04 .00 -.11 
U54 -.07 -.33 -.08 .02 -.03 -.32 -.04 -.17 -.03 .14 .02 
U55 .47 -.10 .39 .03 -.04 .07 .01 -.03 .25 .09 -.07 
U56 -.11 -.41 .03 -.11 .02 -.21 .13 -.02 -.02 .21 .05 
U57 .58 .24 .27 .15 -.13 .19 .02 .05 .16 -.01 -.17 
U58 .29 -.07 .30 .33 .04 -.02 .00 .14 -.28 -.35 -.04 
U59 .16 .04 .68 .29 -.05 -.04 -.03 .04 -.05 -.12 -.16 
U60 .69 .18 .11 -.01 -.15 .12 .11 .01 -.06 -.01 .02 
U61 .24 .58 .02 -.07 -.08 .46 .15 .23 .05 -.04 .07 
U62 -.66 -.13 -.14 .04 .08 .15 .18 -.13 -.15 .16 -.16 
U63 .80 .09 .08 -.02 -.11 .17 -.04 .08 -.15 -.09 .12 
U64 .09 .19 -.04 -.09 -.23 .33 .07 .00 .13 -.04 .02 
U65 .29 .10 .54 .05 -.12 .00 -.04 .01 .10 .07 -.18 
U66 .45 -.10 .48 -.06 .07 -.07 -.12 .14 -.19 -.09 .09 
U67 .22 .32 .04 .07 -.07 .00 .07 .29 .00 -.15 .16 
U68 .59 .22 .35 .12 -.20 .07 .05 .07 -.05 .00 -.01 
U69 .04 .41 .11 -.02 -.16 .36 .12 .28 .10 .11 .15 
U70 .22 .32 .07 .27 .08 .38 .20 .13 -.18 -.27 -.09 
U71 .30 .02 .51 .24 -.01 .00 .05 -.06 -.12 -.08 -.02 
U72 .17 .24 .22 .40 -.02 .31 -.03 .00 .02 -.05 .06 
U73 .26 .15 .49 .35 -.11 -.02 -.18 -.10 -.11 .03 .17 
U74 .74 .17 .15 -.03 -.09 .13 -.01 .19 .05 -.13 .13 
U75 .17 -.21 .68 .01 .04 -.16 -.09 -.03 .02 -.05 .12 
U76 -.51 -.16 .08 -.12 .08 -.01 .01 .10 -.18 -.12 -.09 
U77 .19 .00 .59 .16 .05 .10 -.06 .04 .14 -.04 .05 
U78 .14 .04 .33 .42 .03 .05 -.04 .16 -.20 -.48 -.08 
U79 .51 -.07 .35 .03 .03 -.05 -.16 .13 -.20 -.08 .07 
U80 .55 .05 .15 .12 -.19 -.03 -.15 -.07 .28 -.05 .27 
U81 .18 .01 .21 .18 .05 .18 -.01 -.13 -.15 -.01 .09 
U82 .25 .25 .22 .17 -.09 .14 .06 .01 -.02 -.10 .21 
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Table E2. F Matrix - Rotated factor loading for the competitiveness, achievement 
motivation, and gender identitiy items (continued) 
Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
U83 .01 .23 -.08 .10 .13 .44 .09 .10 -.01 .03 -.02 
U84 .05 -.17 .29 .50 .17 .10 .00 -.11 -.17 .09 .12 
U85 .18 .39 -.21 .10 .09 .11 .23 .47 .09 -.03 .07 
U86 .17 -.02 .09 .72 .04 .04 -.04 .04 -.03 -.14 .03 
U87 .15 .03 .04 .64 .12 .08 .00 .08 .01 -.11 .00 
U88 .12 .33 -.10 .19 .02 .32 .02 .58 -.07 -.03 -.17 
U89 .08 .21 -.04 .04 .01 .18 .11 .68 .02 .04 .03 
U90 -.03 -.08 .16 .65 -.02 .00 -.10 .09 -.06 -.12 -.09 
U91 .13 .37 -.22 .19 .00 .25 .07 .56 .11 -.04 -.04 
U92 -.04 -.06 .27 .73 .05 -.11 -.10 -.04 -.05 -.01 .02 
U93 .12 .19 .12 -.01 .05 .00 .10 .54 -.01 -.02 .18 
U94 .12 .01 .10 .59 .07 .01 -.01 .12 .06 -.04 -.01 
U95 .14 .39 .04 .09 .12 .09 .01 .21 .02 .07 .08 
U96 .27 .25 .05 .03 -.25 -.19 -.14 -.06 .36 -.25 .27 
U97 -.04 .31 .01 -.26 -.31 -.08 -.01 .01 .02 -.11 .06 
U98 -.11 .01 .04 .08 .53 -.02 .14 .09 .29 -.15 .03 
U99 .01 .08 .13 .00 -.25 -.10 -.11 .13 .48 .01 .04 
U100 .05 .02 .08 .07 .52 .02 -.07 .07 .04 -.01 .10 
U101 .19 .24 .08 .02 -.22 .08 -.04 -.05 .30 -.17 .17 
U102 -.08 .21 .04 -.04 .16 .14 .25 .10 .38 .04 .21 
U103 -.20 -.06 -.23 .10 .22 .04 .39 -.05 -.09 .24 -.10 
U104 -.05 .33 -.01 -.09 -.04 .06 .57 .11 .08 -.09 .15 
U105 .62 .07 .11 -.05 -.04 -.21 -.01 -.12 .22 -.21 .34 
U106 .16 .04 .07 -.05 -.16 .21 .09 .05 -.03 -.13 .15 
U107 .06 .22 -.08 .02 .00 .02 .65 .08 -.05 .06 -.06 
U108 .01 .01 .16 .25 .44 -.15 .15 -.10 -.06 -.18 -.01 
U109 -.17 -.05 .04 .26 .60 -.14 .11 -.06 .04 -.18 -.06 
U110 -.05 .22 -.02 -.12 .04 -.03 .66 .03 -.04 .06 -.11 
U111 .02 -.06 .09 .01 .36 .00 -.05 .05 -.25 -.03 .09 
U112 .07 .20 .11 -.13 -.39 .12 .06 -.12 .20 -.03 .33 
U113 -.14 .10 .06 .00 .51 .07 .08 .09 .05 .00 -.03 
U114 .27 .01 .07 .07 -.58 -.12 .08 .06 .20 -.10 .19 
U115 .14 .10 .21 .05 -.46 .06 .07 .01 .16 -.05 .05 
U116 .00 .17 -.08 -.14 -.05 .12 .68 .01 -.12 .04 .13 
U117 .03 .15 -.03 .03 .02 .15 .59 .13 .08 -.04 -.12 
U118 -.06 .05 -.13 .09 .45 -.15 .08 -.08 -.08 .11 .05 
U119 .05 .21 -.02 .07 -.48 -.11 .11 .07 .09 -.01 .18 
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Table E4. Program A - Run to get the correlations between the first-order factors 
//JOB 
//SO EXEC SCRUNC,PARM='S1$DJLTC0RR' 
//SI EXEC SAS 
//IN1 DD UNIT=DISK,DISP=SHR,DSN=S1$DJLFMATRIX 
//IN2 DD UNIT=DISK,DISP=SHR,DSN=S1$DJLSMATRIX 
//0UT1 DD UNIT=DISK,DSN=S1$DJL.TC0RR,DISP=(NEW,CATLG), 
// SPACE={TRK,(20,2),RLSE) 
OPTIONS NONUMBER NOCENTER NODATE; 
DATA F11 :INFILE IN1 ; 
INPUT F1 1-10 F2 11-20 F3 21-30 F4 31-40 F5 41-50 F6 51-60 
F7 61 -70 F8 71 -80 F9 81 -90 F10 91-100 F11 101-110; 
DATA S11 :INFILE IN2;INPUT SI -S11 ; 
PROC IML; 
RESET PRINT; 
USE F11 ;SETIN F11 ;READ ALL INTO F; 
USE S11 ;SETIN S11 ;READ ALL INTO S; 
L=S'T; LPL=LT\ 
D=INV(SQRT(DIAG(LPL))); 
THETA=D*LPL*D; 
CREATE 0UT1TCORR FROM THETA; 
APPEND FROM THETA;CLOSE 0UT1 TCORR; 
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Table E5. TCORR Matrix - Correlations between the first-order factors 
1.00 .40 .32 .15 -.27 .49 .06 .33 .00 -.27 .51 
.40 1.00 -.04 -.08 -.08 .56 .46 .50 .25 .06 .49 
.32 -.04 1.00 .44 .03 .14 -.19 -.04 -.02 -.18 -.03 
.15 -.08 .44 1.00 .17 .19 -.17 .19 -.16 -.33 .00 
-.27 -.08 .03 .17 1.00 .08 .01 .04 -.26 -.04 -.24 
.49 .56 .14 .19 .08 1.00 .31 .72 -.02 .00 .58 
.06 .46 -.19 -.17 .01 .31 1.00 .33 -.06 .10 .08 
.33 .50 -.04 .19 .04 .72 .33 1.00 .14 -.06 .47 
.00 .25 -.02 -.16 -.26 -.02 -.06 .14 1.00 .04 .04 
-.27 .06 -.18 -.33 -.04 .00 .10 -.06 .04 1.00 .01 
.51 .49 -.03 .00 -.24 .58 .08 .47 .04 .01 1.00 
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Table E6. T11 Matrix - Second-order factor loadings 
0.46939 
0.72205 
-0.01378 
0.08067 
0.02899 
0.88863 
0.43793 
0.77227 
0.06228 
0.00660 
0.59570 
0.50178 
-0.13735 
0.58755 
0.67138 
0.01121 
0.18860 
-0.30970 
0.05994 
-0.11942 
-0.41276 
0.10901 
-0.45224 
-0.23277 
0.01246 
0.32258 
0.64232 
0.06213 
0.05785 
0.05249 
-0.28975 
-0.02343 
-0.36116 
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Table E7. Program B - Used to obtain the H Matrix 
//JOB 
//SO EXEC SCRUNC,PARM='S1$DJLHMATRIX' 
//SO EXEC SCRUNC,PARM='S1$DJLRESir 
//S1 EXEC SAS 
//IN1 DD UNIT=DISK,DISP=SHR,DSN=S1$DJLFMATRIX 
//IN2 DD UNIT=DISK,DISP=SHR,DSN=S1$DJLSMATRIX 
//IN3 DD UNIT=DISK,DISP=SHR,DSN=S1$DJLT11FAC 
//0UT1 DD UNIT=DISK,DSN=S1$DJLHMATRIX,DISP={NEW,CATLG), 
// SPACE=(TRK,(20,2),RLSE) 
//0UT2 DD UNIT=DISK,DSN=S1$DJLRES11,DISP=(NEW,CATLG), 
// SPACE=(TRK,(2,2),RLSE) 
OPTIONS NONUMBER NOCENTER NODATE; 
DATA F11 ;INFILE IN1 ; 
INPUT F1 1-10 F2 11-20 F3 21-30 F4 31-40 F5 41-50 F6 51-60 
F7 61 -70 F8 71 -80 F9 81 -90 F10 91-100 F11 101-110; 
DATA S11 :INFILE IN2;INPUT SI -S11 ; 
DATA T11 ;INFILE IN3;INPUT T1-T3; 
PROC IML; 
RESET PRINT; 
USE F11 ;SETIN F11 ;READ ALL INTO F; 
USE S11 :SETIN S11 ;READ ALL INTO S; 
USE T11 ;SETIN T11 ;READ ALL INTO T; 
L=S T; LPL=L*L; 
D=INV(SQRT(DIAG{LPL))); 
THETA=D*LPL*D; 
R=THETA-T*r: 
B=HALF(R); 
N=T||B\ 
W=INV(THETA)*N; 
TR=(D*L)*W; 
l=TR*TR\ 
H=PTR: 
CREATE OUTI.HMATRIX FROM H; 
APPEND FROM H;CLOSE OUTI.HMATRIX; 
CREATE 0UT2.RES11 FROM R; 
APPEND FROM R;CLOSE 0UT2.RES11 ; 
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Table E8. Factor loadings of the items on the general and specific factors 
Item G1 G2 G3 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
1 • -.29 .01 .28 -.07 -.05 .05 .08 .00 .03 .02 -.08 .00 .10 -.37 
2 .37 -.09 -.21 .01 .23 -.16 .10 -.14 -.01 -.05 .11 -.02 .11 -.05 
3 .46 .34 -.31 .41 .05 -.12 .07 -.04 .00 .00 .05 -.04 -.03 -.13 
4 .18 .18 -.14 -.04 .04 .14 .05 -.28 .20 -.05 -.25 .02 -.07 -.05 
5 -.09 .02 .12 .05 .09 .07 .01 .10 -.13 -.04 .15 -.25 -.02 -.16 
6 .36 .32 -.24 .26 .27 .03 .18 -.13 -.01 .00 -.12 -.24 .00 -.11 
7 .46 -.14 -.16 .02 .32 -.02 -.02 -.02 .03 -.03 .07 .05 .14 -.06 
8 .52 .09 -.21 -.01 -.01 -.08 .03 -.06 .16 -.09 .00 -.05 .00 .35 
9 .62 .05 -.17 .05 .11 -.09 .02 -.12 .19 -.04 -.03 -.05 .01 .00 
10 .44 .18 -.25 -.01 .04 -.07 .22 -.32 .13 .06 -.03 .01 .04 .09 
11 .46 -.04 -.11 .18 .29 -.10 -.02 .01 .03 .03 -.01 .00 .01 -.25 
12 .29 .50 -.19 .32 .04 .17 .11 -.02 .07 -.06 -.10 -.06 .12 -.10 
13 .23 .11 -.14 -.03 -.06 -.04 .06 .01 .11 -.16 -.06 -.15 .14 .42 
14 .58 -.13 -.02 -.02 .04 -.19 -.03 -.10 .23 .08 -.03 .00 -.05 -.10 
15 .40 -.04 -.12 .08 .44 -.02 .06 .06 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.16 .07 .00 
16 .50 -.11 -.15 .03 .38 .02 -.02 .02 .00 .06 .02 -.01 .03 .07 
17 .01 .36 -.06 .11 .10 .41 -.02 .06 .02 -.13 -.12 -.15 .03 .06 
18 .32 .00 -.10 .10 .37 .06 -.03 .17 -.03 -.03 -.06 .02 .05 .09 
19 .30 .39 -.24 .41 -.04 .14 -.05 .02 .02 -.03 .05 -.13 .02 -.12 
20 .23 .38 -.01 .29 -.04 .12 .09 .01 .05 .11 -.03 -.21 .06 -.19 
21 -.16 -.27 .05 -.18 -.10 .01 -.11 .05 .05 -.12 .04 -.04 .28 .15 
22 .32 .44 -.36 .48 .00 .02 -.01 .08 -.05 -.03 .04 .01 .01 .08 
23 .02 -.30 .04 -.19 -.13 -.03 -.02 -.14 .09 .13 .12 .18 .31 -.04 
24 .31 .42 -.40 .39 -.04 .02 .09 -.13 .00 -.01 .07 .14 .13 -.08 
25 .22 .40 -.21 .20 .17 .24 .17 -.16 .00 .02 -.10 -.26 .11 -.02 
26 .37 .36 -.48 .54 .02 -.14 -.01 -.01 -.04 .00 -.04 .03 -.04 .01 
27 .07 -.26 -.02 -.15 .05 .04 -.05 -.08 .15 -.08 -.07 .00 .43 -.02 
28 .35 .38 -.41 .52 .04 -.05 -.06 .08 .00 -.06 -.10 .05 .00 .02 
29 -.05 .17 .09 .05 -.11 .10 .08 -.03 .00 .08 -.06 -.49 .01 .08 
30 .46 -.13 -.19 -.01 .45 -.01 -.02 -.07 .01 -.01 -.05 -.01 -.10 -.01 
31 .08 .35 .26 .03 -.03 .24 .11 .08 .14 .09 -.23 -.20 -.05 -.06 
32 .53 .19 -.19 .09 .02 -.04 .04 -.12 .20 -.04 -.08 .03 -.02 .06 
33 .52 .29 -.26 .34 -.08 -.03 .00 -.03 .09 .01 .10 -.01 .10 -.05 
34 .58 .21 -.05 .05 -.08 .15 -.04 -.08 .26 .01 .03 .01 .00 -.03 
35 .04 .26 -.02 -.01 -.11 .17 .08 -.19 .11 .08 -.06 .16 -.06 -.12 
36 .44 .00 -.15 .04 .42 .01 .02 .05 -.02 .02 -.06 .06 -.11 .11 
37 -.06 -.23 -.01 -.01 -.05 .07 -.07 .04 .05 .05 -.01 -.04 .61 .02 
38 .13 .34 -.07 .27 -.02 .29 .00 .05 .07 .21 -.20 -.01 .17 .05 
39 .27 .43 -.21 .38 -.03 .29 -.01 -.01 .02 .15 -.03 -.06 .11 -.04 
40 .43 .41 -.39 .42 .14 .01 .06 -.01 -.03 .05 -.07 -.06 -.04 .12 
41 .14 .41 -.13 .32 -.12 .13 .04 .04 -.04 .06 .05 -.23 -.02 .08 
42 .20 .50 -.25 .36 .11 .19 .11 .02 -.05 -.02 -.08 -.15 .07 .06 
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Table E8. Factor loadings of the Items on the general and specific factors (continued) 
Item G1 G2 G3 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
43 -.51 .10 .16 .01 -.41 -.09 .03 .05 -.02 .02 -.06 -.01 -.03 .05 
44 .51 -.10 -.14 .04 .46 -.07 .02 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .04 -.06 -.07 
45 .03 .28 -.21 .24 .03 .09 .12 .03 -.08 .08 -.03 .08 .28 .14 
46 .73 .19 -.14 .14 .23 -.02 .07 -.03 .18 .03 -.10 -.04 -.01 -.02 
47 .64 .15 .02 .02 -.03 .06 -.04 .07 .25 -.04 .04 -.06 .02 .11 
48 .24 .31 .07 .12 -.11 .12 .04 .02 .11 .13 -.11 -.33 -.13 .13 
49 .54 .28 -.24 .32 -.07 -.06 -.02 .00 .09 .03 .08 -.06 -.02 .04 
50 .47 -.09 -.14 -.01 .39 .02 .03 -.05 .01 .05 -.02 -.03 .01 .04 
51 .27 .53 -.15 .29 .09 .26 .11 -.01 .03 .03 -.08 -.03 .00 -.04 
52 .40 .36 -.35 .47 .01 .05 -.02 -.01 -.03 .16 .05 .10 .00 -.04 
53 .14 .48 .01 .15 .02 .43 .06 .02 .06 .03 -.02 .05 .08 -.12 
54 -.45 -.03 -.01 .01 -.10 -.05 .07 -.01 -.14 .02 -.04 -.04 .17 .07 
55 .07 .37 -.20 .26 -.06 .33 -.06 -.02 .04 .05 -.04 .26 .16 -.06 
56 -.37 -.11 .05 .00 -.23 .08 -.06 .01 -.08 .17 .04 -.02 .21 .10 
57 .39 .41 -.25 .29 .10 .18 .06 -.10 .07 .02 -.01 .18 .07 -.20 
58 .09 .50 .08 .16 -.05 .19 .18 .00 -.07 .07 .10 -.27 -.23 -.05 
59 .04 .46 .06 .03 .14 .57 .11 -.07 -.02 .02 .03 -.08 -.03 -.17 
60 .37 .32 -.37 .42 .01 .04 -.01 -.10 .03 .11 -.06 -.05 .07 -.03 
61 .76 -.01 -.15 .05 .16 -.01 -.09 -.07 .21 .05 .02 .05 -.09 -.02 
62 -.19 -.38 .44 -.37 -.07 -.10 .01 -.03 .15 .14 -.15 -.08 .05 -.17 
63 .37 .42 -.40 .48 -.12 .00 -.04 -.05 .04 -.01 -.02 -.13 -.01 .05 
64 .30 -.05 -.17 -.01 .01 -.04 -.07 -.19 .17 .02 -.09 .15 -.11 -.04 
65 .11 .31 -.14 .14 .13 .47 -.03 -.10 .02 -.01 .01 .08 .13 -.19 
66 .06 .40 -.14 .29 -.10 .40 -.13 .08 -.05 -.05 .11 -.22 .00 .08 
67 .39 .11 -.15 .05 .14 .02 .08 -.04 -.06 .04 .21 -.06 -.10 .14 
68 .35 .41 -.30 .29 .10 .27 .06 -.15 .02 .06 .00 -.06 .08 -.05 
69 .58 -.06 -.10 -.13 .08 .11 -.05 -.15 .20 .03 .08 .08 .04 .09 
70 .54 .26 .13 .10 .08 -.02 .12 .01 .14 .16 -.04 -.13 -.24 -.16 
71 .08 .44 -.01 .16 .08 .40 .09 -.03 .01 .10 -.10 -.13 .01 -.05 
72 .37 .36 .06 -.04 .10 .12 .21 -.05 .18 -.04 -.15 .04 -.04 -.01 
73 .10 .47 -.10 .03 .17 .37 .19 -.08 .04 -.14 -.15 -.16 .10 .11 
74 .43 .40 -.39 .41 -.04 .09 -.05 -.03 .00 .01 .10 .04 -.04 .09 
75 -.19 .37 -.05 .09 -.02 .61 -.10 .04 -.06 -.01 .00 -.04 .02 .13 
76 -.20 -.23 .30 -.27 -.08 .12 -.12 .01 .01 .01 .10 -.18 -.18 -.08 
77 .11 .40 .01 .03 .03 .51 -.01 .03 .07 -.02 -.02 .11 .01 .04 
78 .15 .50 .17 .02 .05 .22 .22 -.02 -.04 .01 .10 -.20 -.38 -.10 
79 .10 .44 -.17 .31 -.10 .26 -.04 .05 -.04 -.10 .10 -.22 .02 .05 
80 .12 .41 -.41 .22 .04 .10 .09 -.08 -.04 -.11 -.07 .23 .02 .26 
81 .11 .27 .03 .08 -.02 .13 .06 .02 .12 .01 -.21 -.13 .00 .03 
82 .32 .26 -.12 .05 .13 .16 .09 -.07 .07 .05 -.10 -.05 -.07 .15 
83 .44 -.01 .15 -.04 -.02 -.11 .00 .06 .24 .03 -.07 .05 -.02 -.08 
84 -.03 .41 .28 -.05 -.09 .19 .26 .08 .12 .06 -.21 -.14 .13 .09 
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Table E8. Factor loadings of the items on the general and specific factors (continued) 
Item G1 G2 G3 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
85 .58 -.02 -.01 .03 .09 -.19 .11 .07 -.02 .16 .33 .07 .00 .09 
86 .11 .54 .19 -.04 .02 -.02 .49 -.01 .01 .01 -.03 -.01 -.04 .03 
87 .17 .46 .22 -.03 .02 -.05 .43 .06 .02 .04 -.01 .04 -.03 .01 
88 .61 .09 .11 -.04 -.04 -.12 .12 -.03 .12 -.04 .39 -.04 -.02 -.19 
89 .52 -.01 .04 -.08 -.11 .00 .03 -.02 .04 .06 .50 .00 .04 .04 
90 -.02 .44 .26 -.16 .00 .07 .44 -.07 .00 -.04 .05 -.05 -.05 -.08 
91 .62 .04 .03 -.06 .02 -.21 .16 -.02 .06 .00 .39 .11 -.03 -.05 
92 • -.10 .48 .27 -.17 .10 .17 .49 .00 -.02 -.04 -.07 -.06 .08 .03 
93 .39 .05 -.03 -.02 -.02 .13 -.01 .04 -.05 .07 .41 -.07 .01 .20 
94 .12 .42 .18 -.06 .03 .02 .40 .02 -.01 .02 .06 .08 .04 .01 
95 .42 .06 -.01 .02 .19 .02 .05 .11 .04 -.05 .11 -.01 .09 .06 
96 .08 .18 -.41 .06 .27 .04 .08 -.12 -.15 -.13 .00 .26 -.20 .27 
97 .11 -.20 -.28 -.05 .23 .04 -.11 -.21 -.06 -.05 .05 -.05 -.15 .02 
98 .05 .03 .32 -.02 .08 .04 -.02 .43 -.07 .13 .09 .28 -.11 .11 
99 .01 .04 -.22 -.13 .11 .17 .04 -.16 -.06 -.10 .17 .41 .01 .08 
100 .09 .13 .24 .07 .01 .05 -.04 .44 .00 -.06 .04 .04 .02 .14 
101 .20 .13 -.27 .01 .17 .06 .02 -.14 .01 -.05 -.07 .25 -.17 .14 
102 .28 -.12 .05 -.11 .12 .07 -.06 .13 .05 .18 .01 .35 .01 .23 
103 .00 -.23 .30 -.05 -.05 -.20 .09 .11 .03 .35 -.08 -.02 .22 -.07 
104 .37 -.22 -.02 -.03 .20 .02 -.04 -.06 -.03 .48 .03 .05 -.11 .14 
105 .06 .34 -.44 .38 .12 .07 -.01 .07 -.19 .04 -.07 .15 -.11 .35 
106 .20 .08 -.14 .05 -.08 .06 -.06 -.14 .09 .09 -.05 -.03 -.15 .10 
107 .30 -.17 .05 .09 .13 -.06 .06 -.05 -.05 .58 .01 -.03 .08 -.05 
108 -.05 .20 .30 .09 .16 .10 .11 .34 -.12 .18 -.07 -.06 -.09 .04 
109 -.12 .11 .46 -.01 .12 .00 .11 .47 -.12 .13 -.02 .05 -.10 .02 
110 .21 -.28 .07 .07 .17 .01 -.05 -.01 -.07 .58 .01 -.03 .06 -.09 
111 .01 .09 .20 .08 -.07 .05 -.06 .29 .01 -.03 .00 -.24 -.01 .09 
112 .16 -.04 -.35 -.08 .12 .13 -.07 -.29 .08 .03 -.17 .14 -.09 .26 
113 .13 -.05 .33 -.03 .08 .06 -.09 .40 .02 .05 .05 .06 .01 .01 
114 .04 .17 -.44 .02 .02 .08 .15 -.44 -.10 .11 .07 .14 -.07 .17 
115 .12 .13 -.28 -.04 .07 .20 .06 -.37 .03 .07 -.02 .13 -.06 .01 
116 .29 -.27 .00 .06 .04 -.04 -.07 -.09 .03 .60 -.09 -.10 .01 .10 
117 .32 -.11 .10 .05 .05 -.01 .02 -.04 .01 .53 .04 .12 -.04 -.11 
118 -.04 -.06 .25 .05 .11 -.14 .05 .37 -.08 .06 -.06 -.07 .15 .10 
119 .13 -.03 -.31 -.11 .15 .01 .16 -.37 -.07 .09 .06 .02 -.01 .15 
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Table E9. Residuals from the H Matrix 
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 
.32 .02 .04 -.08 .00 .01 .04 -.04 -.10 -.08 .01 
.02 .41 .05 .03 .05 -.04 .11 -.04 .12 .00 .00 
.04 .05 .65 .04 .01 .04 .00 -.06 .06 .07 -.08 
-.08 .03 .04 .44 -.05 -.03 -.02 .07 .01 -.04 .00 
.00 .05 .01 -.05 .59 .02 -.04 -.02 -.07 -.02 -.03 
.01 -.04 .04 -.03 .02 .17 -.03 .02 -.04 .07 .05 
.04 .11 .00 -.02 -.04 -.03 .71 .01 -.11 -.03 -.13 
-.04 -.04 -.06 .07 -.02 .02 .01 .40 .12 -.04 .02 
-.10 .12 .06 .01 -.07 -.04 -.11 .12 .90 -.01 -.09 
-.08 .00 .07 -.04 -.02 .07 -.03 -.04 -.01 .83 .04 
.01 .00 -.08 .00 -.03 .05 -.13 .02 -.09 .04 .50 
278 
Males 
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Figure El. Plot of the competitiveness, achievement motivation, and gender identity item means for males and females. 
The plot of M*F used the symbol 
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APPENDIX F. 
FACTOR ANALYTIC RESULTS OF THE PERSONALITY ITEMS 
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Table F1. The first 20 eigenvalues of the 206 x 206 reduced correlation matrix 
Number Value Number Value 
1. 15.36 11. 2.52 
2. 9.69 12. 2.35 
3. 5.39 13. 2.27 
4. 4.58 14. 2.14 
5. 4.32 15. 1.99 
6. 3.74 16. 1.93 
7. 3.43 17. 1.89 
8. 3.28 18. 1.76 
9. 3.05 19. 1.74 
10. 2.70 20. 1.66 
Note. M= 194. 
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Table F2. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
HI .19 .07 -.14 .04 -.01 
H2 -.16 -.18 .03 -.03 -.04 
H3 .02 .21 .08 .40 .16 
H4 -.03 .33 .31 .22 .08 
H5 -.09 .08 .19 .23 .17 
H6 -.13 -.25 .08 -.03 .23 
H7 -.15 .04 .35 .03 -.05 
H8 .49 -.11 -.12 .10 -.04 
H10 -.28 -.09 .12 .18 -.18 
H11 .40 -.11 -.02 .04 -.20 
H12 .41 .19 -.04 .11 -.24 
H13 .07 -.19 .03 -.03 .33 
H16 .25 .04 -.08 -.01 -.20 
H17 .02 .18 .26 .13 .05 
HIS .62 -.05 -.13 .04 -.06 
H19 -.17 -.04 .32 .14 -.15 
H20 .14 .52 -.03 .19 .03 
H21 -.01 .02 .24 .04 .36 
H22 .40 .03 -.15 .02 .24 
H23 .56 .05 -.08 .02 -.04 
H24 .22 .32 -.08 -.02 .02 
H25 .37 -.04 -.10 .01 -.07 
H26 .40 .14 -.15 -.01 -.09 
H27 -.15 -.03 .39 -.04 .01 
H28 -.13 -.25 .08 .16 .15 
H29 -.05 .37 .21 -.01 .23 
H31 .43 .28 -.12 -.06 -.02 
H32 .04 -.16 .21 .41 -.21 
H33 .25 .22 .00 .15 .19 
H34 .37 .11 -.09 .26 -.17 
H37 -.45 .37 .15 -.03 -.07 
H38 .22 .11 -.11 .32 -.19 
H39 .57 .00 -.04 .08 -.22 
H40 .14 -.01 -.12 .11 .06 
H41 -.08 -.09 -.04 -.02 -.37 
H42 .16 -.07 .15 -.16 -.38 
H43 .48 -.08 .05 -.14 .04 
H44 .45 -.33 -.16 -.06 .07 
Note. Items in which 10% of the subjects responded either true or false 
were deleted from the factor analysis. Items underlined were used to measure 
the factor. 
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Table F2. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H45 .08 .05 .14 .40 -.20 
H46 .07 -.09 .23 -.41 -.19 
H47 -.19 .05 .44 .05 .11 
H48 .06 .28 .05 .01 -.04 
H49 -.17 .19 .08 .46 .12 
H50 -.24 .37 .16 .21 -.16 
H51 .42 -.25 -.24 -.28 .08 
H52 .31 -.13 -.10 .28 .02 
H53 -.11 .09 .15 .04 -.48 
H54 .23 -.37 -.24 -.06 .20 
H55 -.21 -.22 .17 -.04 .29 
H56 -.25 -.05 .07 .12 .30 
H58 .50 -.09 -.05 .04 -.25 
H59 .30 .17 -.03 .23 -.25 
H60 .12 -.11 .08 -.04 -.44 
H61 -.20 .41 .22 -.02 .21 
H62 .51 .07 -.12 .02 .29 
H63 .23 .24 -.11 .22 -.13 
H64 -.15 .40 .09 .19 .11 
H65 .30 .10 -.12 -.06 -.27 
H66 .33 -.02 .07 .10 -.23 
H67 .04 -.10 .27 .11 .13 
H68 -.03 .40 .30 .16 .03 
H69 -.31 -.14 .24 .02 -.27 
H72 .30 .05 -.04 -.14 -.01 
H73 .34 -.43 .02 -.21 .11 
H74 -.53 -.05 .18 .14 -.16 
H75 .09 -.01 .29 .27 -.05 
H76 .28 .27 -.15 .05 -.14 
H78 -.10 .04 .25 .05 .30 
H79 .03 .38 -.14 .36 -.01 
H80 -.20 -.09 .17 .32 .06 
H83 .10 -.56 -.03 -.17 .04 
H84 -.01 .12 .49 -.03 .03 
H85 .14 .11 .08 .00 .23 
H86 .12 -.11 .04 .22 -.20 
H87 .01 -.07 .42 -.01 -.04 
H88 -.27 .19 .08 .33 .08 
H89 -.03 .16 .42 .02 -.10 
H90 .03 -.03 .35 -.02 .06 
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Table F2. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factors 
H91 .18 .02 .08 .06 .05 
H92 -.43 -.03 -.07 .02 -.03 
H93 .18 -.10 -.12 .04 -.01 
H94 .47 -.18 -.04 .07 -.20 
H96 .23 .05 -.09 -.04 -.04 
H97 -.05 -.03 -.03 .52 -.07 
H98 .29 .38 -.03 .11 -.08 
H99 -.09 .35 .43 .09 -.06 
H100 -.27 .17 .05 -.01 .38 
H101 -.05 .13 .00 .62 .17 
H102 .25 .26 .06 -.01 -.06 
H103 -.06 .06 .00 .46 .10 
H104 .42 -.08 .06 .13 .01 
H105 .37 .01 -.22 .03 -.01 
H106 -.04 -.18 .40 .07 -.07 
H107 .01 .06 .47 -.01 .06 
H108 .34 .15 -.19 -.08 -.13 
H110 -.04 .49 .31 .02 -.01 
H111 .16 -.40 -.20 -.01 -.26 
H112 .54 -.05 -.10 -.10 .20 
H113 .65 .05 -.10 -.01 -.02 
H114 .26 .16 -.08 .01 .07 
H115 .61 -.18 .17 -.12 -.04 
H116 -.05 .45 .20 .15 .01 
H117 -.17 -.13 .18 .03 .25 
H118 .06 .24 .00 .04 -.07 
H119 .01 .51 -.01 .17 .09 
H120 -.04 .18 .39 .11 .01 
H121 -.05 -.02 .10 -.01 -.38 
HI 22 .36 -.22 .12 .18 -.13 
HI 23 .15 .11 .25 .18 -.13 
HI 24 .32 -.23 .04 -.07 .08 
HI 25 -.12 .14 .34 .16 .16 
HI 26 .64 -.12 .12 -.07 -.09 
HI 27 .17 .07 .08 .22 .08 
H129 .03 .03 .38 -.03 .09 
HI 30 .23 -.01 -.15 -.02 -.17 
H131 .49 -.15 -.17 -.13 .00 
HI 32 .01 -.29 -.19 -.05 -.27 
HI 33 .37 .26 -.17 .06 -.09 
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Table F2. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H134 -.07 .01 .23 -.18 -.14 
H136 .09 -.10 .34 .30 -.31 
H137 .03 -.05 .32 .12 -.08 
H139 .46 -.29 -.06 -.06 .00 
H141 .53 -.25 .18 -.06 -.14 
H142 -.20 .25 .03 .23 .21 
H143 -.33 -.04 .00 .07 .08 
H145 .27 .20 -.20 -.12 -.12 
H146 -.07 .20 .01 .13 .41 
H147 .31 .04 -.04 .05 -.08 
HI 48 .00 .16 .19 .38 .12 
H149 -.16 .12 .42 .12 -.09 
H150 .23 -.01 -.28 -.08 .14 
H151 .04 .56 .22 .04 .08 
HI 53 .20 .16 .00 .47 .03 
H154 -.06 .09 .31 .00 -.07 
H155 -.11 .16 .34 -.02 -.02 
H156 .13 -.12 .13 .28 -.16 
H157 .05 .50 .46 -.02 .07 
H158 -.23 -.22 .18 .10 -.09 
H159 -.23 -.06 .08 -.02 .21 
H160 -.05 .10 .23 .05 .13 
H162 -.08 .01 -.17 .10 .37 
H163 .04 -.25 .23 -.13 .18 
H164 -.01 -.10 -.01 .10 .19 
H165 -.20 .06 .03 .38 .24 
HI 66 .51 -.15 .17 -.04 -.18 
H167 -.06 -.10 .22 -.05 .32 
H168 -.30 -.04 .28 .07 -.10 
H169 .34 .06 .03 .08 .03 
H170 .52 .03 -.14 .09 -.05 
H171 -.59 .22 -.12 .16 .10 
H173 -.12 .10 .25 .02 .02 
H174 -.10 .10 .35 .12 -.05 
H175 .19 .08 -.31 .06 -.17 
H176 .29 .15 .21 .15 .14 
H177 .34 .04 -.02 .33 -.05 
H178 -.39 -.03 -.02 .05 .03 
HI 79 -.29 .22 .11 .29 .03 
H180 .00 .24 .18 .40 .07 
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Table F2. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H181 .46 .12 -.17 .09 -.12 
H182 -.26 .08 .26 -.18 .07 
H183 -.01 .23 .30 .02 .13 
H184 -.37 .04 -.04 .00 -.01 
HI 85 -.32 .22 .11 .28 .21 
H187 .06 .18 .38 -.05 .11 
H188 .33 -.03 -.15 .27 .08 
H189 .04 .19 .13 .60 -.04 
H190 .22 .20 -.12 .33 -.14 
H191 .33 .14 .05 .28 -.11 
H192 .13 -.11 .05 -.22 -.09 
H193 -.05 -.03 .26 .05 .14 
H195 -.07 .03 .07 .41 .11 
H196 -.06 -.09 .17 .15 .35 
H197 .15 -.09 -.07 -.55 -.10 
H198 -.13 .30 -.04 .01 .27 
H199 -.13 .45 .22 .13 .18 
H200 .16 .00 .18 .29 -.07 
H201 -.35 .00 .02 .08 .08 
H203 -.01 .49 .32 .01 .00 
H205 .36 .12 -.16 -.02 -.03 
H206 .34 -.09 .00 -.25 .09 
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Table F3. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items with sex differences 
partialled out 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H1 .20 -.02 -.15 .05 -.05 
H2 -.19 -.11 .03 -.03 .08 
H3 .03 .20 .07 .38 -.17 
H4 .00 .30 .32 .21 -.09 
H5 -.10 .19 .18 .20 -.08 
H6 -.17 -.16 .11 -.04 -.18 
H7 -.14 .15 .34 .01 .14 
H8 .49 -.12 -.10 .10 .03 
H10 -.28 -.12 .09 .19 .16 
H11 .40 -.15 -.02 .05 .17 
H12 .43 .14 -.07 .11 .23 
H13 .04 -.19 .08 -.02 -.35 
H16 .26 .01 -.10 -.01 .20 
H17 .03 .21 .25 .12 -.02 
H18 .63 -.02 -.11 .04 .08 
H19 -.17 .02 .31 .14 .20 
H20 .22 .42 -.08 .20 -.09 
H21 -.03 .07 .26 .04 -.32 
H22 .40 -.04 -.11 .04 -.31 
H23 .57 .00 -.07 .03 .00 
H24 .24 .27 -.09 -.01 -.05 
H25 .35 -.06 -.10 .02 .05 
H26 .42 .11 -.14 .01 .06 
H27 -.16 .01 .39 -.04 .03 
H28 -.15 -.16 .10 .14 -.12 
H29 -.03 .41 .20 -.04 -.17 
H31 .45 .27 -.13 -.08 .03 
H32 .02 -.16 .20 .43 .21 
H33 .26 .26 .01 .12 -.16 
H34 .39 .07 -.10 .26 .14 
H37 -.42 .38 .09 -.04 .10 
H38 .23 .10 -.14 .31 .18 
H39 .58 -.08 -.05 .08 .17 
H40 .12 .09 -.11 .08 .01 
H41 -.07 -.09 -.06 -.01 .38 
H42 .16 -.07 .13 -.14 .40 
H43 .48 -.09 .07 -.11 -.06 
Note. Items in which 10% of the subjects responded either true or false 
were deleted from the factor analysis. Items underlined were used to measure 
the factor. 
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Table F3. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items with sex differences 
partialled out (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factors 
H44 .43 -.36 -.11 -.03 -.13 
H45 .08 .00 .11 .42 .17 
H46 .07 -.05 .23 -.42 .26 
H47 -.19 .08 .43 .06 -.09 
H48 .09 .22 .02 .01 .00 
H49 -.16 .21 .06 .44 -.11 
H50 -.20 .39 .10 .18 .21 
H51 .40 -.34 -.19 -.25 -.17 
H52 .30 -.09 -.06 .27 .00 
H53 -.08 .10 .09 .03 .53 
H54 .19 -.42 -.19 -.03 -.27 
H55 -.26 -.13 .21 -.04 -.23 
H56 -.27 .03 .08 .12 -.26 
H58 .51 -.16 -.06 .06 .19 
H59 .32 .17 -.06 .22 .26 
H60 .13 -.13 .06 -.03 .43 
H61 -.16 .40 .21 -.03 -.21 
H62 .50 .04 -.09 .01 -.31 
H63 .26 .23 -.13 .21 .13 
H64 -.12 .45 .06 .17 -.07 
H65 .32 .00 -.16 -.04 .22 
H66 .34 -.10 .05 .11 .18 
H87 .01 .03 .31 .10 -.05 
H68 -.01 .41 .27 .14 -.01 
H69 -.31 -.09 .22 .04 .30 
H72 .31 .04 -.04 -.15 .01 
H73 .29 -.48 .06 -.18 -.16 
H74 -.53 -.04 .15 .15 .16 
H75 .08 -.01 .30 .29 .04 
H76 .32 .18 -.18 .06 .08 
H78 -.12 .08 .26 .05 -.26 
H79 .08 .29 -.18 .35 -.05 
H80 -.22 -.04 .17 .32 -.04 
H83 .05 -.58 .02 -.14 -.07 
H84 -.01 .13 .48 -.03 .01 
H85 .14 .14 .09 -.02 -.19 
H86 .11 -.15 .03 .24 .17 
H87 .00 .08 .44 -.03 .17 
H88 -.26 .30 .06 .30 .00 
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Table F3. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items with sex differences 
partialled out (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H89 -.01 .10 .42 .04 .08 
H90 .02 .02 .36 -.02 -.03 
H91 .17 -.06 .09 .07 -.10 
H92 -.42 -.01 -.07 .03 .01 
H93 .16 -.11 -.12 .03 .02 
H94 .46 -.23 -.04 .07 .17 
H96 .25 -.03 -.09 -.03 -.02 
H97 -.05 .00 -.05 .54 .05 
H98 .32 .31 -.05 .11 .05 
H99 -.06 .36 .41 .07 .11 
H100 -.27 .25 .07 -.03 -.33 
H101 -.05 .18 .00 .61 -.17 
HI 02 .29 .22 .04 -.02 .07 
H103 -.07 .10 .00 .45 -.09 
H104 .40 -.06 .07 .14 .00 
H105 .36 .03 -.21 .03 .03 
H106 -.06 -.03 .43 .06 .20 
HI 07 .00 .08 .47 .00 -.05 
H108 .37 .11 -.19 -.07 .10 
H110 .02 .47 .28 .02 .00 
H111 .13 -.44 -.18 .02 .20 
H112 .53 -.03 -.06 -.12 -.18 
H113 .65 -.04 -.08 .01 -.04 
H114 .28 .13 -.07 .00 -.08 
H115 .59 -.18 .18 -.12 .08 
H116 -.01 .47 .16 .13 .03 
H117 -.19 -.08 .20 .02 -.22 
H118 .08 .23 -.02 .04 .08 
H119 .06 .54 -.04 .14 -.05 
HI 20 -.04 .03 .39 .17 -.10 
H121 -.04 -.06 .06 -.01 .40 
HI 22 .34 -.27 .13 .19 .09 
HI 23 .17 -.01 .23 .22 .06 
H124 .30 -.13 .08 -.05 -.02 
HI 25 -.13 .04 .34 .20 -.23 
HI 26 .63 -.18 .14 -.06 .07 
HI 27 .17 .08 .10 .23 -.09 
HI 29 .03 .00 .38 -.01 -.08 
HI 30 .24 -.05 -.17 -.01 .15 
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Table F3. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan items with sex differences 
partialled out (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Facto r5 
H131 .48 -.26 -.15 -.10 -.08 
HI 32 .00 -.23 -.19 -.05 .31 
H133 .39 .21 -.19 .06 .07 
H134 -.05 -.09 .22 -.14 .07 
H136 .09 -.12 .31 .31 .33 
H137 .03 -.01 .32 .12 .12 
H139 .44 -.35 -.02 -.04 -.04 
H141 .50 -.30 .19 -.04 .12 
H142 -.19 .32 .03 .20 -.17 
HI 43 -.33 -.05 .01 .07 -.11 
H145 .30 .10 -.23 -.11 .07 
H146 -.07 .26 .03 .11 -.37 
H147 .31 .01 -.05 .06 .06 
H148 .00 .24 .18 .36 -.07 
H149 -.16 .23 .40 .09 .19 
H150 .23 -.11 -.27 -.06 -.24 
H151 .09 .54 .20 .01 -.07 
H153 .20 .11 -.02 .49 -.08 
H154 -.06 .03 .30 .03 .03 
H155 -.09 .09 .33 -.01 -.02 
H156 .12 -.12 .12 .29 .15 
H157 .09 .50 .43 -.04 -.03 
H158 -.25 -.19 .17 .10 .09 
H159 -.25 -.03 .10 -.02 -.21 
H160 -.04 .10 .24 .04 -.13 
H162 -.09 .01 -.14 .10 -.39 
H163 -.01 -.14 .30 -.11 -.10 
H164 -.03 -.08 .00 .09 -.17 
HI 65 -.21 .15 .04 .37 -.20 
H166 .50 -.16 .18 -.04 .20 
HI 67 -.09 -.05 .24 -.06 -.27 
H168 -.30 -.04 .26 .08 .12 
HI 69 .34 .05 .04 .07 -.03 
H170 .53 -.08 -.14 .11 -.03 
H171 -.57 .23 -.13 .13 -.12 
H173 -.12 .05 .24 .05 -.07 
H174 -.09 .05 .33 .15 .03 
H175 .21 -.01 -.31 .09 .08 
H176 .29 .18 .21 .13 -.10 
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Table F3. Rotated factor loadings of the Hogan Items with sex differences 
partlalled out (continued) 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor5 
H177 .35 -.02 -.03 .34 .00 
H178 -.39 -.11 -.02 .05 -.09 
H179 -.28 .32 .08 .26 .04 
H180 .01 .22 .16 .40 -.07 
H181 .49 .14 -.16 .09 .11 
H182 -.26 .06 .25 -.19 -.06 
H183 .00 .27 .30 .00 -.09 
H184 -.36 .04 -.06 .00 .01 
H185 -.32 .32 .10 .24 -.14 
H187 .08 .09 .38 -.02 -.16 
H188 .32 -.02 -.12 .26 -.08 
H189 .04 .12 .10 .61 -.02 
H190 .24 .13 -.14 .33 .10 
H191 .34 .12 .05 .29 .10 
H192 .12 -.12 .05 -.20 .10 
HI 93 -.05 .04 .28 .04 -.07 
H195 -.07 .11 .08 .40 -.08 
H196 -.09 -.01 .19 .13 -.29 
H197 .16 -.15 -.06 -.54 .08 
H198 -.11 .34 -.04 -.01 -.24 
H199 -.11 .47 .21 .11 -.14 
H200 .15 -.04 .17 .30 .04 
H201 -.35 -.04 .01 .09 -.13 
H203 .04 .45 .28 .00 .00 
H205 .38 .03 -.17 -.01 -.03 
H206 .33 -.18 .03 -.23 -.16 
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Figure F1. Plot of the Hogan personality item means for males and females. The plot of M*F uses the symbol 
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APPENDIX G. 
FACTOR SCALE ANALYSES 
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Table G1. Predictor and criteria simple statistics and scale reliabilities 
Variable # of Items Mean Std Dev SB Rel 
Competitiveness 8 26.035533 5.827780 .84 
SelfDescripComp 3 -4.791878 2.489229 .75 
AffectComp 9 33.035533 7.515546 .94 
Win 5 14.208122 4.084857 .79 
Beat 4 11.989848 3.311991 .77 
Recog 2 -5.979695 1.693202 .58 
PurExcellence 9 35.695431 5.977733 .88 
UorkHard 6 19.847716 4.677034 .89a 
Task 4 15.609137 2.683000 .79 
Mastery 3 4.167513 2.262688 .58 
WofoComp 5 18.492386 3.906587 .78 
UofoHast 8 16.284264 4.449307 .68 
UofoWork 6 26.065990 4.441308 .89 
GPInterpersonal 8 20.878173 4.683381 .73 
GPGoal 7 8.715736 4.550219 .70 
GillComp 13 48.370558 9.037888 .91 
GillWin 5 15.060914 3.930045 .78 
GillGoal 6 23.827411 4.224643 .85 
LeeComp 12 29.873096 8.782470 .90 
LeeRecog 5 -8.578680 3.434541 .64 
LackMasc 6 4.294416 3.347954 .65 
Femininity 5 20.025381 2.865054 .80 
PAQMasc 8 25.375635 3.892826 .69 
PAQFemininity 8 30.137056 3.943025 .76 
PAQMF 8 -4.629442 4.083284 .63 
Adjustment 15 19,201031 3.816490 .85 
SocialLead 7 -6.979381 1.981674 .72 
Intellectance 13 -19.427835 3.183091 .76 
Openness 11 -11.783505 2.865651 .79 
ConcernL i keabiIi ty 6 6.329897 1.670975 .70 
UnlikelyVirtues 11.051546 3.334142 
Hoganlntell 14.489691 4.251473 
HoganSelfApprov 15.103093 5.229420 
HoganPrudence 11.984536 3.926101 
HoganAmbition 22.922680 5.248163 
HoganSociability 9.644330 4.013229 
HoganLikeability 19.268041 3.670398 
HoganSchoolSucc 9.525773 3.845710 
CustomerSat 1 4.432258 1.145399 
HumanResMgmt 1 4.180645 1.208578 
RetailHgmt 1 3.832258 1.278287 
FinancialHgmt 1 4.354839 1.210033 
OverallPerf 1 4.201299 1.025045 
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Table G2. Intercorrelatîons between the predictors and the criteria 
SEX AGE EDUC PAQH PAQF PADHF Comp Affect Win Beat Recogn 
SEX 1.00000 
0.0 
202 
AGE -0.00893 
0.9011 
196 
EDUC -0.23361 
0.0109 
118 
PAQH -0.13442 
0.0597 
197 
PAQF 0.22349 
0.0016 
197 
PAQHF -0.18380 
0.0097 
197 
Comp -0.32029 
0.0001 
197 
Affect -0.29031 
0.0001 
197 
Win -0.28658 
0.0001 
197 
Beat -0.17530 
0.0137 
197 
Recog 0.04032 
0.5737 
197 
PurExc -0.01663 
0.8165 
197 
Work 0.00510 
0.9433 
197 
Task 0.07412 
0.3006 
197 
Mastery -0.09003 
0.2081 
197 
WOFOC -0.25134 
0.0004 
197 
WOFOH -0.12054 
0.0916 
197 
-0.00893 -0.23361 
0.9011 0.0109 
196 118 
1.00000 0.04169 
0.0 0.6540 
199 118 
0.04169 1.00000 
0.6540 0.0 
118 118 
-0.08328 0.04251 
0.2458 0.6477 
196 118 
-0.03196 -0.16094 
0.6565 0.0817 
196 118 
-0.04857 0.12122 
0.4990 0.1910 
196 118 
-0.14197 -0.06140 
0.0472 0.5089 
196 118 
-0.12475 -0.07071 
0.0815 0.4467 
196 118 
-0.06633 0.00949 
0.3556 0.9187 
196 118 
-0.17990 -0.00172 
0.0116 0.9852 
196 118 
•0.06514 -0.02395 
0.3644 0.7969 
196 118 
-0.09115 -0.15081 
0.2039 0.1031 
196 118 
-0.05885 -0.13019 
0.4126 0.1600 
196 118 
-0.10509 -0.18139 
0.1427 0.0493 
196 118 
-0.18464 •0.09777 
0.0096 0.2922 
196 118 
-0.19023 -0.04994 
0.0076 0.5912 
196 118 
-0.13195 -0.06094 
0.0652 0.5121 
196 118 
-0.13442 0.22349 
0.0597 0.0016 
197 197 
•0.08328 •0.03196 
0.2458 0.6565 
196 196 
0.04251 •0.16094 
0.6477 0.0817 
118 118 
1.00000 •0.01102 
0 .0  0.8779 
197 197 
•0.01102 1.00000 
0.8779 0.0 
197 197 
0.62705 -0.21453 
0.0001 0.0025 
197 197 
0.17460 -0.15430 
0.0141 0.0304 
197 197 
0.40761 •0.02926 
0.0001 0.6831 
197 197 
0.16126 -0.16270 
0.0236 0.0224 
197 197 
•0.05906 •0.10381 
0.4097 0.1466 
197 197 
0.10643 •0.08219 
0.1366 0.2509 
197 197 
0.28208 0.28707 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.23462 0.28471 
0.0009 0.0001 
197 197 
0.06591 0.26021 
0.3575 0.0002 
197 197 
0.29981 0.05574 
0.0001 0.4366 
197 197 
0.28569 •0.10112 
0.0001 0.1574 
197 197 
0.43212 0.12078 
0.0001 0.0909 
197 197 
•0.18380 -0.32029 
0.0097 0.0001 
197 197 
•0.04857 •0.14197 
0.4990 0.0472 
196 196 
0.12122 -0.06140 
0.1910 0.5089 
118 118 
0.62705 0.17460 
0.0001 0.0141 
197 197 
•0.21453 -0.15430 
0.0025 0.0304 
197 197 
1.00000 0.01188 
0.0 0.8684 
197 197 
0.01188 1.00000 
0.8684 0.0 
197 197 
0.23964 0.60233 
0.0007 0.0001 
197 197 
0.05378 0.63879 
0.4529 0.0001 
197 197 
•0.15817 0.56173 
0.0264 0.0001 
197 197 
0.00481 0.28792 
0.9465 0.0001 
197 197 
0.15849 0.30494 
0.0261 0.0001 
197 197 
0.10155 0.28304 
0.1556 0.0001 
197 197 
0.02726 0.15099 
0.7038 0.0342 
197 197 
0.25334 0.19300 
0.0003 0.0066 
197 197 
0.16026 0.71187 
0.0245 0.0001 
197 197 
0.30702 0.26347 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
-0.29031 •0.28658 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.12475 -0.06633 
0.0815 0.3556 
196 196 
-0.07071 0.00949 
0.4467 0.9187 
118 118 
0.40761 0.16126 
0.0001 0.0236 
197 197 
•0.02926 •0.16270 
0.6831 0.0224 
197 197 
0.23964 0.05378 
0.0007 0.4529 
197 197 
0.60233 0.63879 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
1.00000 0.36621 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
0.36621 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
0.06786 0.30562 
0.3434 0.0001 
197 197 
0.15751 0.06799 
0.0271 0.3425 
197 197 
0.51390 0.05798 
0.0001 0.4184 
197 197 
0.50745 0.01769 
0.0001 0.8051 
197 197 
0.27168 -0.01489 
0.0001 0.8355 
197 197 
0.40348 0.02105 
0.0001 0.7691 
197 197 
0.80068 0.57927 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47925 0.09947 
0.0001 0.1643 
197 197 
-0.17530 0.04032 
0.0137 0.5737 
197 197 
-0.17990 -0.06514 
0.0116 0.3644 
196 196 
-0.00172 -0.02395 
0.9852 0.7969 
118 118 
-0.05906 0.10643 
0.4097 0.1366 
197 197 
-0.10381 -0.08219 
0.1466 0.2509 
197 197 
-0.15817 0.00481 
0.0264 0.9465 
197 197 
0.56173 0.28792 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.06786 0.15751 
0.3434 0.0271 
197 197 
0.30562 0.06799 
0.0001 0.3425 
197 197 
1.00000 0.17654 
0.0 0.0131 
197 197 
0.17654 1.00000 
0.0131 0.0 
197 197 
0.06762 0.01120 
0.3451 0.8759 
197 197 
0.03613 0.02036 
0.6142 0.7764 
197 197 
0.11611 0.03769 
0.1042 0.5990 
197 197 
-0.02769 0.03240 
0.6994 0.6513 
197 197 
0.25276 0.11958 
0.0003 0.0942 
197 197 
0.02097 0.01210 
0.7699 0.8660 
197 197 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SEX AGE EOUC PAQM PAQF PAOMF Comp Affect Win Beat Recog 
WOFOU 0.00974 
0.8919 
197 
CP: -0.30287 
0.0001 
197 
GPG 0.00932 
0.8966 
197 
GILLC -0.26210 
0.0002 
197 
GILLU -0.30885 
0.0001 
197 
GILLG -0.00803 
0.9108 
197 
LEEC -0.34413 
0.0001 
197 
LEER -0.14741 
0.0387 
197 
SelfO 0.26849 
Comp 0.0001 
197 
LHasc 0.25177 
0.0004 
197 
Femin 0.18384 
0.0097 
197 
MONEY -0.21600 
0.0023 
197 
PROCUP -0.15809 
0.0265 
197 
HS1 -0.12487 
0.0828 
194 
HS2 -0.25573 
0.0003 
194 
HS3 -0.08971 
0.2135 
194 
HS4 -0.09606 
0.1827 
194 
-0.05942 -0.09999 
0.4081 0.2813 
196 118 
-0.11294 -0.08153 
0.1150 0.3801 
196 118 
-0.09606 -0.15986 
0.1805 0.0838 
196 118 
-0.08279 -0.07919 
0.2486 0.3940 
196 118 
-0.02187 -0.03688 
0.7609 0.6917 
196 118 
-0.11518 -0.13844 
0.1079 0.1349 
196 118 
-0.09895 -0.07664 
0.1676 0.4095 
196 118 
-0.08510 -0.04072 
0.2357 0.6616 
196 118 
0.08535 0.13467 
0.2343 0.1460 
196 118 
-0.00957 -0.14569 
0.8941 0.1154 
196 118 
0.00027 -0.16056 
0.9970 0.0824 
196 118 
-0.18040 -0.02388 
0.0114 0.7974 
196 118 
-0.23486 0.03355 
0.0009 0.7183 
196 118 
0.22274 0.05030 
0.0020 0.5951 
190 114 
-0.06788 0.11225 
0.3521 0.2344 
190 114 
0.05308 0.08854 
0.4670 0.3489 
190 114 
-0.33190 0.01311 
0.0001 0.8899 
190 114 
0.18300 0.26023 
0.0101 0.0002 
197 197 
0.09515 -0.09800 
0.1835 0.1707 
197 197 
0.32175 0.18133 
0.0001 0.0108 
197 197 
0.38321 -0.00830 
0.0001 0.9078 
197 197 
0.20626 -0.12664 
0.0036 0.0762 
197 197 
0.28348 0.23482 
0.0001 0.0009 
197 197 
0.45178 -0.05902 
0.0001 0.4101 
197 197 
0.10373 •0.11166 
0.1469 0.1183 
197 197 
-0.59149 0.15666 
0.0001 0.0279 
197 197 
-0.59339 0.26940 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.12265 0.89798 
0.0860 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.03261 -0.05892 
0.6492 0.4108 
197 197 
0.26812 0.06560 
0.0001 0.3597 
197 197 
0.46714 0.06030 
0.0001 0.4073 
191 191 
0.35610 -0.10332 
0.0001 0.1549 
191 191 
0.25553 0.12682 
0.0004 0.0804 
191 191 
0.30151 0.10039 
0.0001 0.1670 
191 191 
0.13453 0.20393 
0.0595 0.0040 
197 197 
-0.01844 0.73499 
0.7971 0.0001 
197 197 
0.14080 0.39654 
0.0484 0.0001 
197 197 
0.24166 0.64352 
0.0006 0.0001 
197 197 
0.06249 0.76265 
0.3830 0.0001 
197 197 
0.16462 0.31254 
0.0208 0.0001 
197 197 
0.24418 0.67146 
0.0005 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.03265 0.56334 
0.6487 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.33490 •0.41904 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.82722 •0.04395 
0.0001 0.5397 
197 197 
-0.04878 -0.09478 
0.4960 0.1852 
197 197 
0.00043 0.32915 
0.9952 0.0001 
197 197 
0.14201 0.39854 
0.0465 0.0001 
197 197 
0.41681 0.05111 
0.0001 0.4825 
191 191 
0.25954 0.24639 
0.0003 0.0006 
191 191 
0.22556 -0.01109 
0.0017 0.8790 
191 191 
0.27555 0.25931 
0.0001 0.0003 
191 191 
0.45772 -0.07472 
0.0001 0.2967 
197 197 
0.45005 0.58298 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.50263 0.18793 
0.0001 0.0082 
197 197 
0.94480 0.39342 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47875 0.88368 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.51296 0.11207 
0.0001 0.1169 
197 197 
0.91767 0.44246 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.38979 0.26028 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
-0.68029 -0.33495 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.18271 -0.08098 
0.0102 0.2579 
197 197 
0.07436 -0.15216 
0.2990 0.0328 
197 197 
0.20533 0.22132 
0.0038 0.0018 
197 197 
0.34815 0.27014 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.19514 0.09867 
0.0068 0.1745 
191 191 
0.17337 0.25701 
0.0165 0.0003 
191 191 
-0.07604 0.00426 
0.2958 0.9534 
191 191 
0.33526 0.19836 
0.0001 0.0059 
191 191 
-0.01175 0.01000 
0.8699 0.8891 
197 197 
0.42357 0.12320 
0.0001 0.0846 
197 197 
0.16976 0.15637 
0.0171 0.0282 
197 197 
0.12302 0.15220 
0.0850 0.0327 
197 197 
0.32695 0.12862 
0.0001 0.0717 
197 197 
0.06624 -0.02305 
0.3551 0.7479 
197 197 
0.15870 0.13364 
0.0259 0.0612 
197 197 
0.34395 0.75654 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.03316 -0.24190 
0.6437 0.0006 
197 197 
0.05365 0.00344 
0.4540 0.9617 
197 197 
-0.14353 -0.06952 
0.0442 0.3317 
197 197 
0.22025 0.03989 
0.0019 0.5778 
197 197 
0.15597 0.09691 
0.0286 0.1755 
197 197 
-0.16784 -0.09233 
0.0203 0.2040 
191 191 
0.23634 0.12099 
0.0010 0.0955 
191 191 
0.08660 -0.05326 
0.2336 0.4643 
191 191 
0.20427 0.19479 
0.0046 0.0069 
191 191 
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Table GZ. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SEX AGE EDUC PAQH PAQF PAQHF Comp Affect Win Beat Recog 
HS5 0.05693 
0.6304 
194 
SCI 0.06733 
0.3509 
194 
SC2 0.01996 
0.7824 
194 
SC3 -0.31050 
0.0001 
194 
SC4 -0.14387 
0.0454 
194 
SC5 0.10903 
0.1302 
194 
SC6 -0.13284 
0.0648 
194 
SC7 -0.23135 
0.0012 
194 
SC8 0.05648 
0.4341 
194 
SC9 -0.03989 
0.5808 
194 
SC10 0.00650 
0.9284 
194 
sen -0.13637 
0.0570 
194 
SC12 0.00850 
0.9064 
194 
SC13 -0.17719 
0.0135 
194 
SC14 -0.11939 
0.0973 
194 
SCIS -0.12185 
0.0906 
194 
TENURE 0.10340 
0.1625 
184 
0.04143 -0.10386 
0.5703 0.2715 
190 114 
0.14717 0.04734 
0.0427 0.6169 
190 114 
0.14749 0.12308 
0.0423 0.1920 
190 114 
•0.09363 0.10804 
0.1988 0.2525 
190 114 
0.24667 0.03919 
0.0006 0.6789 
190 114 
0.41076 0.01815 
0.0001 0.8480 
190 114 
0.11128 0.16232 
0.1264 0.0844 
190 114 
-0.19552 0.03051 
0.0069 0.7473 
190 114 
0.19168 0.02128 
0.0081 0.8222 
190 114 
0.02263 0.10968 
0.7567 0.2454 
190 114 
0.16168 -0.04567 
0.0258 0.6294 
190 114 
0.21272 0.08039 
0.0032 0.3952 
190 114 
0.32244 0.01294 
0.0001 0.8913 
190 114 
0.14330 0.03673 
0.0486 0.6980 
190 114 
-0.24069 0.00790 
0.0008 0.9336 
190 114 
0.08229 0.08537 
0.2590 0.3665 
190 114 
0.29563 -0.22318 
0.0001 0.0185 
180 111 
0.12139 0.21983 
0.0944 0.0022 
191 191 
0.23209 0.12590 
0.0012 0.0827 
191 191 
0.27136 0.26283 
0.0001 0.0002 
191 191 
0.40584 0.01868 
0.0001 0.7975 
191 191 
0.42759 0.04607 
0.0001 0.5268 
191 191 
-0.05340 0.16949 
0.4631 0.0191 
191 191 
0.62955 -0.05502 
0.0001 0.4497 
191 191 
0.30198 -0.00384 
0.0001 0.9579 
191 191 
0.23846 0.45157 
0.0009 0.0001 
191 191 
0.26525 0.14412 
0.0002 0.0467 
191 191 
0.13039 0.41668 
0.0722 0.0001 
191 191 
0.47264 -0.02579 
0.0001 0.7232 
191 191 
0.09799 0.18627 
0.1775 0.0099 
191 191 
0.44006 0.09767 
0.0001 0.1789 
191 191 
0.05710 -0.03560 
0.4327 0.6249 
191 191 
0.53996 0.05955 
0.0001 0.4132 
191 191 
-0.04767 -0.00683 
0.5239 0.9273 
181 181 
-0.18533 0.12753 
0.0103 0.0787 
191 191 
0.10574 •0.07113 
0.1454 0.3282 
191 191 
0.12965 -0.02593 
0.0738 0.7218 
191 191 
0.27339 0.14999 
0.0001 0.0384 
191 191 
0.42657 0.00400 
0.0001 0.9562 
191 191 
-0.15168 •0.19730 
0.0362 0.0062 
191 191 
0.47103 0.14137 
0.0001 0.0511 
191 191 
0.25291 0.27684 
0.0004 0.0001 
191 191 
0.08793 •0.04038 
0.2264 0.5792 
191 191 
0.27135 -0.04360 
0.0001 0.5493 
191 191 
0.09363 -0.05135 
0.1976 0.4805 
191 191 
0.45909 0.05539 
0.0001 0.4466 
191 191 
0.05006 -0.11237 
0.4916 0.1217 
191 191 
0.39521 0.09520 
0.0001 0.1902 
191 191 
•0.01054 0.10943 
0.8849 0.1318 
191 191 
0.35629 0.15086 
0.0001 0.0372 
191 191 
0.01981 -0.09043 
0.7912 0.2260 
181 181 
0.07190 0.10180 
0.3230 0.1611 
191 191 
0.05938 -0.06572 
0.4145 0.3664 
191 191 
0.06238 -0.04961 
0,3913 0.4956 
191 191 
0.11750 0.12623 
0.1055 0.0818 
191 191 
0.16090 -0.02744 
0.0262 0.7064 
191 191 
-0.15817 -0.12811 
0.0289 0.0774 
191 191 
0.27305 0.16697 
0.0001 0.0210 
191 191 
0.26324 0.25114 
0.0002 0.0005 
191 191 
0.07717 -0.07318 
0.2887 0.3143 
191 191 
0.00727 0.00818 
0.9205 0.9106 
191 191 
0.03749 -0.10621 
0.6066 0.1436 
191 191 
0.19026 0.04997 
0.0084 0.4924 
191 191 
•0.02616 -0.08062 
0.7195 0.2676 
191 191 
0.23279 0.08120 
0.0012 0.2642 
191 191 
0.01480 0.17777 
0.8390 0.0139 
191 191 
0.26529 0.16636 
0.0002 0.0214 
191 191 
0.01658 -0.05902 
0.8246 0.4300 
181 181 
0.18404 0.19147 
0.0108 0.0080 
191 191 
-0.11516 -0.04608 
0.1126 0.5267 
191 191 
•0.13447 -0.20466 
0.0637 0.0045 
191 191 
0.24494 0.03937 
0.0006 0.5887 
191 191 
-0.19541 -0.11012 
0.0067 0.1294 
191 191 
•0.17936 -0.18432 
0.0130 0.0107 
191 191 
-0.04775 0.08927 
0.5118 0.2194 
191 191 
0.27041 0.18167 
0.0002 0.0119 
191 191 
-0.04516 -0.01821 
0.5351 0.8026 
191 191 
0.00155 -0.07362 
0.9830 0.3115 
191 191 
-0.14434 -0.13377 
0.0464 0.0650 
191 191 
-0.16797 -0.01666 
0.0202 0.8190 
191 191 
-0.21529 -0.21754 
0.0028 0.0025 
191 191 
-0.09000 -0.00427 
0.2157 0.9533 
191 191 
0.24922 0.06518 
0.0005 0.3703 
191 191 
-0.02468 0.00002 
0.7347 0.9998 
191 191 
-0.15810 -0.09339 
0.0335 0.2111 
181 181 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SEX AGE EDUC PAQM PAQF PAQMF Comp Affect Win Beat Recog 
CSALE -0.13840 
0.0617 
183 
CLABOR -0.10335 
0.1639 
183 
QSCRATE 0.07694 
0.3130 
174 
51 -0.02095 
0.7958 
155 
52 0.05669 
0.4835 
155 
53 0.01297 
0.8727 
155 
54 -0.10639 
0.1877 
155 
55 0.01505 
0.8530 
154 
56 -0.00987 
0.9049 
149 
57 -0.04253 
0.6066 
149 
58 -0.12120 
0.1409 
149 
59 0.07786 
0.3452 
149 
S10 -0.07988 
0.3328 
149 
-0.19301 -0.02275 
0.0096 0.8135 
179 110 
-0.08928 0.08413 
0.2346 0.3822 
179 110 
-0.01220 0.24748 
0.8746 0.0102 
170 107 
0.02581 -0.11643 
0.7547 0.2439 
149 102 
0.05503 -0.02100 
0.5050 0.8341 
149 102 
-0.00112 0.03880 
0.9892 0.6986 
149 102 
0.21931 -0.00682 
0.0072 0.9458 
149 102 
0.03574 -0.07192 
0.6663 0.4748 
148 101 
-0.04720 -0.17866 
0.5757 0.0784 
143 98 
0.00300 -0.08705 
0.9716 0.3940 
143 98 
-0.06736 -0.17017 
0.4241 0.0939 
143 98 
-0.05204 -0.03169 
0.5371 0.7567 
143 98 
-0.06942 0.01151 
0.4100 0.9105 
143 98 
0.05075 0.06110 
0.4987 0.4152 
180 180 
-0.09363 0.00289 
0.2112 0.9693 
180 180 
-0.06527 0.05775 
0.3963 0.4531 
171 171 
0.05691 -0.09417 
0.4891 0.2517 
150 150 
0.08415 -0.05017 
0.3059 0.5421 
150 150 
-0.04503 •0.09129 
0.5842 0.2666 
150 150 
0.11018 -0.14625 
0.1795 0.0741 
150 150 
0.10777 -0.13705 
0.1908 0.0956 
149 149 
0.18375 -0.09373 
0.0275 0.2638 
144 144 
0.16302 -0.03770 
0.0509 0.6537 
144 144 
0.13128 -0.07306 
0.1168 0.3842 
144 144 
-0.02623 -0.08181 
0.7550 0.3297 
144 144 
0.11231 -0.13263 
0.1802 0.1130 
144 144 
0.05648 0.04027 
0.4514 0.5915 
180 180 
-0.10339 -0.02130 
0.1672 0.7765 
180 180 
-0.10755 -0.05209 
0.1615 0.4986 
171 171 
0.05766 0.01080 
0.4834 0.8957 
ISO 150 
0.08758 -0.06121 
0.2865 0.4568 
150 150 
0.04138 -0.00597 
0.6151 0.9422 
150 150 
0.16076 0.00830 
0.0494 0.9197 
150 150 
0.11565 0.03274 
0.1602 0.6918 
149 149 
0.06609 0.13156 
0.4312 0.1160 
144 144 
0.07854 0.08502 
0.3494 0.3110 
144 144 
0.06652 0.13565 
0.4282 0.1050 
144 144 
-0.00042 -0.02779 
0.9960 0.7409 
144 144 
0.08563 0.10920 
0.3075 0.1926 
144 144 
0.08477 0.02855 
0.2579 0.7037 
180 180 
0.01826 0.02159 
0.8078 0.7735 
180 180 
-0.18218 -0.06556 
0.0171 0.3942 
171 171 
0.01608 -0.03976 
0.8452 0.6290 
150 150 
-0.08683 -0.14430 
0.2907 0.0781 
150 150 
-0.11094 -0.12703 
0.1765 0.1214 
150 150 
-0.00322 -0.04807 
0.9688 0.5591 
150 150 
-0.01722 -0.10115 
0.8349 0.2197 
149 149 
0.09914 0.09778 
0.2371 0.2437 
144 144 
0.07151 0.06723 
0.3943 0.4233 
144 144 
0.07321 0.10668 
0.3832 0.2032 
144 144 
-0.13495 -0.01433 
0.1068 0.8646 
144 144 
0.04993 0.06732 
0.5523 0.4227 
144 144 
-0.06742 -0.02706 
0.3685 0.7184 
180 180 
-0.02704 -0.01990 
0.7187 0.7909 
180 180 
-0.00215 -0.05481 
0.9777 0.4765 
171 171 
-0.03768 0.11630 
0.6471 0.1564 
150 150 
-0.00688 0.03306 
0.9334 0.6880 
150 150 
0.03962 0.05013 
0.6302 0.5424 
150 150 
0.01919 -0.03175 
0.8157 0.6997 
150 150 
0.03185 0.09188 
0.6998 0.2651 
149 149 
0.05690 0.13003 
0.4981 0.1203 
144 144 
-0.01060 0.11739 
0.8997 0.1611 
144 144 
0.06043 0.11457 
0.4718 0.1715 
144 144 
0.02355 0.01604 
0.7793 0.8487 
144 144 
0.08108 0.13739 
0.3340 0.1006 
144 144 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
PurExc Work Task Mastery WOFOC UOFOM UOFOU CP I GPG GILLC GILLU 
SEX -0.01663 
0.8165 
197 
AGE -0.09115 
0.2039 
196 
EDUC -0.15081 
0.1031 
118 
PAQN 0.28208 
0.0001 
197 
PAQF 0.28707 
0.0001 
197 
PAQHF 0.15849 
0.0261 
197 
Comp 0.30494 
0.0001 
197 
Affect 0.51390 
0.0001 
197 
Win 0.05798 
0.4184 
197 
Beat 0.06762 
0.3451 
197 
Recog 0.01120 
0.8759 
197 
PurExc 1.00000 
0.0 
197 
Work 0.81150 
0.0001 
197 
Task 0.62146 
0.0001 
197 
Mastery 0.48549 
0.0001 
197 
WOFOC 0.42462 
0.0001 
197 
WOFOH 0.65568 
0.0001 
197 
0.00510 0.07412 
0.9433 0.3006 
197 197 
-0.05885 -0.10509 
0.4126 0.1427 
196 196 
-0.13019 -0.18139 
0.1600 0.0493 
118 118 
0.23462 0.06591 
0.0009 0.3575 
197 197 
0.28471 0.26021 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
0.10155 0.02726 
0.1556 0.7038 
197 197 
0.28304 0.15099 
0.0001 0.0342 
197 197 
0.50745 0.27168 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.01769 -0.01489 
0.8051 0.8355 
197 197 
0.03613 0.11611 
0.6142 0.1042 
197 197 
0.02036 0.03769 
0.7764 0.5990 
197 197 
0.81150 0.62146 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
1.00000 0.48436 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
0.48436 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
0.35533 0.33692 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.44532 0.20099 
0.0001 0.0046 
197 197 
0.54197 0.36153 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.09008 -0.25134 
0.2081 0.0004 
197 197 
-0.18464 -0.19023 
0.0096 0.0076 
196 196 
-0.09777 -0.04994 
0.2922 0.5912 
118 118 
0.29981 0.28569 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.05574 -0.10112 
0.4366 0.1574 
197 197 
0.25334 0.16026 
0.0003 0.0245 
197 197 
0.19300 0.71187 
0.0066 0.0001 
197 197 
0.40348 0.80068 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.02105 0.57927 
0.7691 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.02769 0.25276 
0.6994 0.0003 
197 197 
0.03240 0.11958 
0.6513 0.0942 
197 197 
0.48549 0.42462 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.35533 0.44532 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.33692 0.20099 
0.0001 0.0046 
197 197 
1.00000 0.29019 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
0.29019 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
0.81523 0.40696 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.12054 0.00974 
0.0916 0.8919 
197 197 
-0.13195 -0.05942 
0.0652 0.4081 
196 196 
-0.06094 -0.09999 
0.5121 0.2813 
118 118 
0.43212 0.18300 
0.0001 0.0101 
197 197 
0.12078 0.26023 
0.0909 0.0002 
197 197 
0.30702 0.13453 
0.0001 0.0595 
197 197 
0.26347 0.20393 
0.0002 0.0040 
197 197 
0.47925 0.45772 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.09947 -0.07472 
0.1643 0.2967 
197 197 
0.02097 •0.01175 
0.7699 0.8699 
197 197 
0.01210 0.01000 
0.8660 0.8891 
197 197 
0.65568 0.81193 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.54197 0.87072 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.36153 0.53353 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.81523 0.35175 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.40696 0.40480 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
1.00000 0.54822 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.30287 0.00932 
0.0001 0.8966 
197 197 
-0.11294 -0.09606 
0.1150 0.1805 
196 196 
-0.08153 -0.15986 
0.3801 0.0838 
118 118 
0,09515 0.32175 
0.1835 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.09800 0.18133 
0.1707 0.0108 
197 197 
-0.01844 0.14080 
0.7971 0.0484 
197 197 
0.73499 0.39654 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.45005 0.50263 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.58298 0.18793 
0.0001 0.0082 
197 197 
0.42357 0.16976 
0.0001 0.0171 
197 197 
0.12320 0.15637 
0.0846 0.0282 
197 197 
0.15704 0.80600 
0.0275 0.0001 
197 197 
0.09022 0.78646 
0.2074 0.0001 
197 197 
0.02705 0.50573 
0.7059 0.0001 
197 197 
0.11604 0.38424 
0.1044 0.0001 
197 197 
0.57384 0.48466 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.19706 0.58691 
0.0055 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.26210 -0.30885 
0.0002 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.08279 -0.02187 
0.2486 0.7609 
196 196 
-0.07919 -0.03688 
0.3940 0.6917 
118 118 
0.38321 0.20626 
0.0001 0.0036 
197 197 
-0.00830 -0.12664 
0.9078 0.0762 
197 197 
0.24166 0.06249 
0.0006 0.3830 
197 197 
0.64352 0.76265 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.94480 0.47875 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.39342 0.88368 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.12302 0.32695 
0.0850 0.0001 
197 197 
0.15220 0.12862 
0.0327 0.0717 
197 197 
0.60121 0.18105 
0.0001 0.0109 
197 197 
0.63369 0.11154 
0.0001 0.1187 
197 197 
0.32624 0.05985 
0.0001 0.4035 
197 197 
0.38890 0.07171 
0.0001 0.3166 
197 197 
0.78351 0.57427 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.50830 0.16298 
0.0001 0.0221 
197 197 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) • 
PurExc Work Task Mastery UOFOC UQFOM UOFOW GPI GPG GILLC GILLU 
UOFOU 0.81193 
0.0001 
197 
GPI 0.15704 
0.0275 
197 
GPG 0.80600 
0.0001 
197 
GILLC 0.60121 
0.0001 
197 
GILLU 0.18105 
0.0109 
197 
GILLG 0.95412 
0.0001 
197 
LEEC 0.47196 
0.0001 
197 
LEER 0.10245 
0.1520 
197 
SelfD -0.20796 
Comp 0.0034 
197 
Lmasc -0.10690 
0.1349 
197 
Femin 0.35704 
0.0001 
197 
MONEY 0.15230 
0.0326 
197 
PROGUP 0.33164 
0.0001 
197 
H51 0.24655 
0.0006 
191 
HS2 -0.01479 
0.8391 
191 
HS3 0.07977 
0.2726 
191 
HS4 0.16932 
0.0192 
191 
0.87072 0.53353 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.09022 0.02705 
0.2074 0.7059 
197 197 
0.78646 0.50573 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.63369 0.32624 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.11154 0.05985 
0.1187 0.4035 
197 197 
0.78261 0.56838 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.43960 0.22978 
0.0001 0.0012 
197 197 
0.14599 0.05838 
0.0407 0.4151 
197 197 
-0.18351 -0.08707 
0.0098 0.2238 
197 197 
-0.08379 0.0(582 
0.2417 0.5226 
197 197 
0.35858 0.26679 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
0.09921 0.01856 
0.1654 0.7957 
197 197 
0.29938 0.18004 
0.0001 0.0114 
197 197 
0.21914 0.04452 
0.0023 0.5408 
191 191 
-0.06448 0.06675 
0.3755 0.3589 
191 191 
0.00538 0.15291 
0.9411 0.0347 
191 191 
0.13976 0.11557 
0.0538 0.1114 
191 191 
0.35175 0.40480 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.11604 0.57384 
0.1044 0.0001 
197 197 
0.38424 0.48466 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.38890 0.78351 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.07171 0.57427 
0.3166 0.0001 
197 197 
0.43590 0.43457 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.39158 0.73391 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.06309 0.36206 
0.3785 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.36675 -0.51742 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.08669 -0.13636 
0.2258 0.0560 
197 197 
0.07253 -0.01206 
0.3111 0.8664 
197 197 
0.08443 0.23632 
0.2381 0.0008 
197 197 
0.25039 0.35900 
0.0004 0.0001 
197 197 
0.17886 0.12319 
0.0133 0.0895 
191 191 
0.18327 0.19694 
0.0112 0.0063 
191 191 
0.13056 •0.06921 
0.0718 0.3414 
191 191 
0.21949 0.29816 
0.0023 0.0001 
191 191 
0.54822 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
0.19706 0.03228 
0.0055 0.6525 
197 197 
0.58691 0.68057 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0,50830 0.54925 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.16298 0.03631 
0.0221 0.6125 
197 197 
0.59652 0.74295 
0,0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47423 0.38543 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.07693 0.09316 
0.2826 0.1929 
197 197 
-0.38312 -0.11385 
0.0001 0.1112 
197 197 
-0.16320 -0.09636 
0.0219 0.1780 
197 197 
0.16273 0.34870 
0.0223 0.0001 
197 197 
0.08461 0.09214 
0.2371 0.1978 
197 197 
0.31712 0.20856 
0.0001 0.0033 
197 197 
0.28723 0.21687 
0.0001 0.0026 
191 191 
0.21572 -0.09417 
0.0027 0.1951 
191 191 
0.18734 0.00979 
0.0095 0.8930 
191 191 
0.21453 0.15792 
0.0029 0.0291 
191 191 
0.03228 0.68057 
0.6525 0.0001 
197 197 
1.00000 0.22437 
0.0 0.0015 
197 197 
0.22437 1.00000 
0.0015 0.0 
197 197 
0.45959 0.60118 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.62465 0.22694 
0.0001 0.0013 
197 197 
0.18588 0.77271 
0.0089 0.0001 
197 197 
0.49802 0.47850 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.36829 0.26398 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
-0.26478 •0.29025 
0.0002 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.04846 -0.11337 
0.4989 0.1127 
197 197 
-0.03171 0.24946 
0.6583 0.0004 
197 197 
0.35527 0.07045 
0.0001 0.3252 
197 197 
0.31742 0.37249 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.00413 0.24008 
0.9548 0.0008 
191 191 
0.19694 0.09185 
0.0063 0.2063 
191 191 
0.04463 0.08807 
0.5398 0.2257 
191 191 
0.24168 0.19503 
0.0008 0.0069 
191 191 
0.54925 0.03631 
0.0001 0.6125 
197 197 
0.45959 0.62465 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.60118 0.22694 
0.0001 0.0013 
197 197 
1.00000 0.51590 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
0.51590 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
0.59538 0.20990 
0.0001 0.0031 
197 197 
0.88885 0.56711 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.37643 0.32240 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.61417 -0.40914 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.18910 -0.07698 
0.0078 0.2823 
197 197 
0.09736 -0.10345 
0.1735 0.1480 
197 197 
0.23987 0.26485 
0.0007 0.0002 
197 197 
0.37953 0.33773 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.23359 0.11897 
0.0011 0.1012 
191 191 
0.13361 0.26120 
0.0654 0.0003 
191 191 
-0.07371 0.00800 
0.3108 0.9125 
191 191 
0.30610 0.19765 
0.0001 0.0061 
191 191 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
PurExc Work Task Mastery UOFOC WOFOM WOFOW CP! GPG GILLC GILLU 
HSS 0.02973 
0.6830 
191 
SCI 0.07385 
0.3099 
191 
SC2 0.24486 
0.0006 
191 
SC3 0.10722 
0.1399 
191 
SC4 0.21878 
0.0024 
191 
SC5 -0.01812 
0.8035 
191 
SC6 0.11116 
0.1258 
191 
SC7 0.03449 
0.6358 
191 
SC8 0.14586 
0.0441 
191 
SC9 0.09192 
0.2060 
191 
SC10 0.20681 
0.0041 
191 
sell 0.17402 
0.0161 
191 
SC12 0.11049 
0.1281 
191 
SC13 0.10048 
0.0125 
191 
SC14 -0.05362 
0.4613 
191 
SC15 0.18275 
0.0114 
191 
TENURE 0.04750 
0.5255 
181 
0.10964 -0.04814 
0.1311 0.5084 
191 191 
0.11149 -0.06607 
0.1247 0.3638 
191 191 
0.23783 0.06331 
0.0009 0.3842 
191 191 
0.00899 0.15525 
0.9017 0.0320 
191 191 
0.21916 0.00345 
0.0023 0.9622 
191 191 
0.05571 -0.09237 
0.4440 0.2037 
191 191 
0.09897 0.01805 
0.1731 0.8042 
191 191 
-0.01365 0.07565 
0.8514 0.2983 
191 191 
0.16922 0.07925 
0.0193 0.2758 
191 191 
0.04623 0.13722 
0.5254 0.0584 
191 191 
0.17101 0.13546 
0.0180 0.0617 
191 191 
0,18250 -0.01943 
0.0115 0.7897 
191 191 
0.17380 -0.00672 
0.0162 0.9264 
191 191 
0.19288 0.06606 
0.0075 0.3639 
191 191 
-0.10507 0.00876 
0.1480 0.9043 
191 191 
0.21271 -0.00615 
0.0031 0.9327 
191 191 
-0.03645 0.09490 
0.6262 0.2038 
181 181 
-0.01767 0.07505 
0.8083 0.3021 
191 191 
0.00995 0.02454 
0.8913 0.7361 
191 191 
0.15205 0.00743 
0.0357 0.9187 
191 191 
0.27942 0.07191 
0.0001 0.3229 
191 191 
0.15085 0.08386 
0.0372 0.2487 
191 191 
-0.11035 •0.19511 
0.1286 0.0068 
191 191 
0.23949 0.19871 
0.0008 0.0059 
191 191 
0.17855 0.23590 
0.0135 0.0010 
191 191 
0.06755 •0.00263 
0.3532 0.9712 
191 191 
0.13411 -0.02240 
0.0644 0.7584 
191 191 
0.04760 -0.00724 
0.5132 0.9208 
191 191 
0.14325 0.13223 
0.0480 0.0682 
191 191 
-0.03074 -0.08116 
0.6729 0.2643 
191 191 
0.15136 0.16332 
0.0366 0.0240 
191 191 
-0.04714 0.04093 
0.5173 0.5740 
191 191 
0.23645 0.19162 
0.0010 0.0079 
191 191 
0.04729 -0.03188 
0.5273 0.6701 
181 181 
0.05799 0.07499 
0.4256 0.3025 
191 191 
0.04301 0.10443 
0.5546 0.1505 
191 191 
0.26065 0.21976 
0.0003 0.0023 
191 191 
0.27843 -0.01773 
0.0001 0.8076 
191 191 
0.27573 0.21481 
0.0001 0.0028 
191 191 
-0.01148 0.03002 
0.8748 0.6801 
191 191 
0.27664 0.06030 
0.0001 0.4073 
191 191 
0.18474 -0.02246 
0.0105 0.7578 
191 191 
0.15833 0.14658 
0.0287 0.0430 
191 191 
0.18404 0.05041 
0.0108 0.4886 
191 191 
0.12984 0.18741 
0.0734 0.0094 
191 191 
0.25280 0.16729 
0.0004 0.0207 
191 191 
0.09793 0.14516 
0.1777 0.0451 
191 191 
0.28254 0.15976 
0.0001 0.0273 
191 191 
•0.01806 •0.09811 
0.8042 0.1769 
191 191 
0.32963 0.14767 
0.0001 0.0415 
191 191 
0.01291 -0.00004 
0.8631 0.9996 
181 181 
0.06410 0.10431 
0.3783 0.1510 
191 191 
-0.13596 0.10809 
0.0607 0.1366 
191 191 
-0.01399 0.16973 
0.8477 0.0189 
191 191 
0.15833 0.14129 
0.0287 0.0512 
191 191 
-0.02197 0.21859 
0.7629 0.0024 
191 191 
-0.22740 0.01492 
0.0016 0.8377 
191 191 
0.03320 0.18221 
0.6484 0.0116 
191 191 
0.27059 0.10340 
0.0002 0.1546 
191 191 
-0.12225 0.12873 
0.0920 0.0759 
191 191 
-0.03796 0.12708 
0.6022 0.0798 
191 191 
-0.05553 0.11304 
0.4454 0.1195 
191 191 
0.00495 0.19645 
0.9458 0.0065 
191 191 
-0.12916 0.11313 
0.0749 0.1192 
191 191 
0.06136 0.21581 
0.3991 0.0027 
191 191 
0.17330 -0.07459 
0.0165 0.3051 
191 191 
0.07796 0.27169 
0.2837 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.05170 -0.04123 
0.4894 0.5816 
181 181 
0.05934 0,09446 
0.4149 0,1937 
191 191 
0.03940 -0.10162 
0.5884 0,1619 
191 191 
0.12264 0,01399 
0.0910 0.8476 
191 191 
0.09223 0.13821 
0.2045 0.0566 
191 191 
0.18814 -0,00188 
0.0092 0,9794 
191 191 
-0.13069 -0,14680 
0,0715 0,0427 
191 191 
0.24230 0,17607 
0.0007 0,0148 
191 191 
0.22529 0,25958 
0,0017 0,0003 
191 191 
0,10203 -0.06513 
0,1602 0.3707 
191 191 
0,01178 -0.02693 
0,8715 0.7115 
191 191 
0,09248 -0.05897 
0,2032 0,4177 
191 191 
0,21074 0,07280 
0,0034 0,3169 
191 191 
0,03113 -0,07731 
0.6690 0,2877 
191 191 
0,22822 0.09420 
0,0015 0.1949 
191 191 
-0,02218 0.16491 
0,7608 0.0226 
191 191 
0,26373 0.15699 
0,0002 0.0301 
191 191 
0,03442 •0,03708 
0,6455 0.6202 
181 181 
301 
Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
PurExc Work Task Mastery WOFOC UOFOM UOFOU GPI GPG GILLC GILLU 
CSALE 0.15528 
0.0374 
180 
CUBOR 0.01864 
0.8038 
180 
QSCRATE -0.18177 
0.0173 
171 
51 -0.06552 
0.4257 
150 
52 -0.08480 
0.3022 
150 
53 -0.09409 
0.2521 
150 
54 -0.09752 
0.2352 
150 
55 -0.06060 
0.4629 
149 
56 -0.04544 
0.5887 
144 
57 -0.01665 
0.8430 
144 
58 -0.07513 
0.3708 
144 
59 -0.15017 
0.0724 
144 
S10 -0.06270 
0.4553 
144 
0.07881 0.12873 
0.2930 0.0850 
180 180 
-0.03907 0.00474 
0.6026 0.9497 
180 180 
-0.09338 -0.24110 
0.2245 0.0015 
171 171 
0.14778 -0.10200 
0.0711 0.2142 
150 150 
0.04014 -0.17345 
0.6257 0.0338 
150 150 
0.00914 -0.04159 
0.9116 0.6133 
150 150 
-0.03154 -0.19457 
0.7016 0.0170 
150 150 
0.11218 -0.14870 
0.1732 0.0703 
149 149 
0.12180 -0.06073 
0.1459 0.4697 
144 144 
0.10599 -0.00349 
0.2061 0.9669 
144 144 
0.09855 -0.09639 
0.2399 0.2504 
144 144 
0.08164 -0.09587 
0.3307 0.2530 
144 144 
0.03891 0.00299 
0.6433 0.9716 
144 144 
0.25435 0.08672 
0.0006 0.2471 
180 180 
0.08873 -0.00043 
0.2362 0.9954 
180 180 
-0.16540 •0.14598 
0.0306 0.0568 
171 171 
-0.08565 0.06484 
0.2973 0.4305 
150 150 
-0.06718 •0.08187 
0.4140 0.3193 
150 150 
0.05976 •0.04116 
0.4676 0.6170 
150 150 
-0.09284 0.01455 
0.2585 0.8597 
150 150 
•0.01798 0.03816 
0.8277 0.6440 
149 149 
0.04083 0.14681 
0.6271 0.0791 
144 144 
•0.01431 0.10267 
0.8649 0.2208 
144 144 
0.03843 0.15963 
0.6474 0.0560 
144 144 
•0.07779 -0.00641 
0.3540 0.9392 
144 144 
0.03708 0.12918 
0.6590 0.1228 
144 144 
0.22952 0.10102 
0.0019 0.1772 
180 180 
0.08299 0.01641 
0.2681 0.8270 
180 180 
-0.13521 -0.13182 
0.0779 0.0857 
171 171 
-0.02934 0.09434 
0.7216 0.2508 
150 150 
-0.03186 0.00908 
0.6987 0.9122 
150 150 
0.02931 -0.00027 
0.7218 0.9974 
150 150 
•0.01637 •0.07387 
0.8424 0.3690 
150 150 
0.01960 0.04777 
0.8124 0.5629 
149 149 
0.08527 0.05181 
0.3095 0.5374 
144 144 
0.04327 0.07250 
0.6066 0.3878 
144 144 
0.08233 0.02991 
0.3266 0.7219 
144 144 
•0.03009 -0.01670 
0.7203 0.8425 
144 144 
0.09991 0.04562 
0.2335 0.5872 
144 144 
0.02321 0.11286 
0.7571 0.1314 
180 180 
0.07713 -0.02194 
0.3034 0.7701 
180 180 
-0.06795 -0.10599 
0.3772 0.1677 
171 171 
-0.06299 0.05684 
0.4438 0.4897 
150 150 
-0.12922 -0.09600 
0.1150 0.2426 
150 150 
-0.06580 -0.04379 
0.4237 0.5947 
150 ISO 
0.02078 -0.07236 
0.8008 0.3789 
150 150 
•0.06812 0.01537 
0.4091 0.8524 
149 149 
0.01021 0.12174 
0.9034 0.1461 
144 144 
•0.00634 0.10773 
0.9399 0.1987 
144 144 
0.04197 0.06263 
0.6175 0.4558 
144 144 
•0.07838 -0.02994 
0.3504 0.7217 
144 144 
•0.02052 0.09021 
0.8071 0.2823 
144 144 
0.09279 0.02104 
0.2154 0.7793 
180 180 
0.00822 0.04114 
0.9128 0.5835 
180 180 
-0.15901 -0.10339 
0.0378 0.1784 
171 171 
0.06858 -0.02664 
0.4043 0.7462 
150 150 
-0.04745 -0.08820 
0.5642 0.2831 
150 150 
-0.07864 -0.10437 
0.3388 0.2037 
150 150 
0.01469 -0.05223 
0.8584 0.5256 
150 150 
0.04063 -0.07682 
0.6227 0.3517 
149 149 
0.15446 0.03666 
0.0645 0.6626 
144 144 
0.10852 0.04437 
0.1954 0.5974 
144 144 
0.12061 0.07956 
0.1499 0.3432 
144 144 
-0.08116 -0.03013 
0.3335 0.7200 
144 144 
0.06468 0.01468 
0.4412 0.8613 
144 144 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
GILLG LEEC LEER SelfOComp LMasc Femin MONEY PROGUP HSi H52 HS3 
SEX -0.00803 
0.9108 
197 
AGE -0.11518 
0.1079 
196 
EDUC -0.13844 
0.1349 
118 
PAQH 0.28348 
0.0001 
197 
PAQF 0.23482 
0.0009 
197 
PAQHF 0.16462 
0.0208 
197 
Conp 0.31254 
0.0001 
197 
Affect 0.51296 
0.0001 
197 
Win 0.11207 
0.1169 
197 
Beat 0.06624 
0.3551 
197 
Recog -0.02305 
0.7479 
197 
PurExc 0.95412 
0.0001 
197 
Work 0.78261 
0.0001 
197 
Task 0.56838 
0.0001 
197 
Mastery 0.43590-
0.0001 
197 
WOFOC 0.43457 
0.0001 
197 
WOFOH 0.59652 
0.0001 
197 
-0.34413 -0.14741 
0.0001 0.0387 
197 197 
-0.09895 -0.08510 
0.1676 0.2357 
196 196 
-0.07664 -0.04072 
0.4095 0.6616 
118 118 
0.45178 0.10373 
0.0001 0.1469 
197 197 
-0.05902 -0.11166 
0.4101 0.1183 
197 197 
0.24418 -0.03265 
0.0005 0.6487 
197 197 
0.67146 0.56334 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.91767 0.38979 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.44246 0.26028 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
0.15870 0.34395 
0.0259 0.0001 
197 197 
0.13364 0.75654 
0.0612 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47196 0.10245 
0.0001 0,1520 
197 197 
0.43960 0.14599 
0.0001 0.0407 
197 197 
0.22978 0.05838 
0.0012 0.4151 
197 197 
0.39158 0.06309 
0.0001 0.3785 
197 197 
0.73391 0.36206 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47423 0.07693 
0.0001 0.2826 
197 197 
0.26849 0.25177 
0.0001 0.0004 
197 197 
0.08535 -0.00957 
0.2343 0.8941 
196 196 
0.13467 -0.14569 
0.1460 0.1154 
118 118 
-0.59149 •0.59339 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.15666 0.26940 
0.0279 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.33490 -0.82722 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
-0.41904 -0.04395 
0.0001 0.5397 
197 197 
-0.68029 -0.18271 
0.0001 0.0102 
197 197 
-0.33495 •0.08098 
0.0001 0.2579 
197 197 
•0.03316 0.05365 
0.6437 0.4540 
197 197 
-0.24190 0.00344 
0.0006 0.9617 
197 197 
-0.20796 -0.10690 
0.0034 0.1349 
197 197 
-0.18351 •0.08379 
0.0098 0.2417 
197 197 
-0.08707 0.04582 
0.2238 0.5226 
197 197 
-0.36675 •0.08669 
0.0001 0.2258 
197 197 
-0.51742 •0.13636 
0.0001 0.0560 
197 197 
-0.38312 •0.16320 
0.0001 0.0219 
197 197 
0.18384 -0.21600 
0.0097 0.0023 
197 197 
0.00027 -0.18040 
0.9970 0.0114 
196 196 
•0.16056 -0.02388 
0.0824 0.7974 
118 118 
0.12265 -0.03261 
0.0860 0.6492 
197 197 
0.89798 -0.05892 
0.0001 0.4108 
197 197 
-0.04878 0.00043 
0.4960 0.9952 
197 197 
•0.09478 0.32915 
0.1852 0.0001 
197 197 
0.07436 0.20533 
0.2990 0.0038 
197 197 
•0.15216 0.22132 
0.0328 0.0018 
197 197 
•0.14353 0.22025 
0.0442 0.0019 
197 197 
•0.06952 0.03989 
0.3317 0.5778 
197 197 
0.35704 0.15230 
0.0001 0.0326 
197 197 
0.35858 0.09921 
0.0001 0.1654 
197 197 
0.26679 0.01856 
0.0002 0.7957 
197 197 
0.07253 0.08443 
0.3111 0.2381 
197 197 
•0.01206 0.23632 
0.8664 0.0008 
197 197 
0.16273 0.08461 
0.0223 0.2371 
197 197 
-0.15809 -0.12487 
0.0265 0.0828 
197 194 
-0.23486 0.22274 
0.0009 0.0020 
196 190 
0.03355 0.05030 
0.7183 0.5951 
118 114 
0.26812 0.46714 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 191 
0.06560 0.06030 
0.3597 0.4073 
197 191 
0.14201 0.41681 
0.0465 0.0001 
197 191 
0.39854 0.05111 
0.0001 0.4825 
197 191 
0.34815 0.19514 
0.0001 0.0068 
197 191 
0.27014 0.09867 
0.0001 0.1745 
197 191 
0.15597 -0.16784 
0.0286 0.0203 
197 191 
0.09691 -0.09233 
0.1755 0.2040 
197 191 
0.33164 0.24655 
0.0001 0.0006 
197 191 
0.29938 0.21914 
0.0001 0.0023 
197 191 
0.18004 0.04452 
0.0114 0.5408 
197 191 
0.25039 0.17886 
0.0004 0.0133 
197 191 
0.35900 0.12319 
0.0001 0.0895 
197 191 
0.31712 0.28723 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 191 
-0.25573 -0.08971 
0.0003 0.2135 
194 194 
-0.06788 0.05308 
0.3521 0.4670 
190 190 
0.11225 0.08854 
0.2344 0.3489 
114 114 
0.35610 0.25553 
0.0001 0.0004 
191 191 
-0.10332 0.12682 
0.1549 0.0804 
191 191 
0.25954 0.22556 
0.0003 0.0017 
191 191 
0.24639 -0.01109 
0.0006 0.8790 
191 191 
0.17337 -0.07604 
0.0165 0.2958 
191 191 
0.25701 0.00426 
0.0003 0.9534 
191 191 
0.23634 0.08660 
0.0010 0.2336 
191 191 
0.12099 -0.05326 
0.0955 0.4643 
191 191 
-0.01479 0.07977 
0.8391 0.2726 
191 191 
-0.06448 0.00538 
0.3755 0.9411 
191 191 
0.06675 0.15291 
0.3589 0.0347 
191 191 
0.18327 0.13056 
0.0112 0.0718 
191 191 
0.19694 -0.06921 
. 0.0063 0.3414 
191 191 
0.21572 0.18734 
0.0027 0.0095 
191 191 
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Table G2. Intercorretations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
GILLG LEEC LEER SelfDComp LMasc Ferain MONEY PROGUP HS1 HS2 HS3 
UOFOU 0.74295 
0.0001 
197 
CPI 0.18588 
0.0089 
197 
OPG 0.77271 
0.0001 
197 
GILLC 0.59538 
0.0001 
197 
GILLU 0.20990 
0.0031 
197 
GILLG 1.00000 
0.0 
197 
LEEC 0.46873 
0.0001 
197 
LEER 0.08521 
0.2338 
197 
SelfD -0.19403 
Conp 0.0063 
197 
LHasc -0.12481 
0.0806 
197 
Femin 0.28995 
0.0001 
197 
MONEY 0.16382 
0.0214 
197 
PROGUP 0.33093 
0.0001 
197 
HS1 0.25328 
0.0004 
191 
HS2 0.01197 
0.8695 
191 
HS3 0.04589 
0.5284 
191 
HS4 0.17758 
0.0140 
191 
0.38543 0.09316 
0.0001 0.1929 
197 197 
0.49802 0.36829 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.47850 0.26398 
0.0001 0.0002 
197 197 
0.88885 0.37643 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.56711 0,32240 
0.0001 0.0001 
197 197 
0.46873 0.08521 
0.0001 0.2338 
197 197 
1.00000 0.34007 
0.0 0.0001 
197 197 
0.34007 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
197 197 
-0.74677 -0,33555 
0.0001 0,0001 
197 197 
-0.17779 -0,01528 
0.0124 0,8312 
197 197 
0.03582 -0,06953 
0.6173 0.3316 
197 197 
0.21516 0,15629 
0.0024 0,0283 
197 197 
0.36725 0,15492 
0.0001 0.0297 
197 197 
0.23085 -0.08946 
0.0013 0,2184 
191 191 
0.18879 0,19508 
0.0089 0,0068 
191 191 
-0.03531 -0,04827 
0.6278 0,5073 
191 191 
0.30052 0,20720 
0.0001 0,0040 
191 191 
-0.11385 •0.09636 
0,1112 0,1780 
197 197 
-0.26478 •0,04846 
0,0002 0.4989 
197 197 
-0,29025 •0,11337 
0,0001 0.1127 
197 197 
-0,61417 •0,18910 
0,0001 0.0078 
197 197 
-0,40914 -0.07698 
0,0001 0.2823 
197 197 
-0,19403 -0.12481 
0,0063 0.0606 
197 197 
-0.74677 •0.17779 
0,0001 0.0124 
197 197 
-0,33555 -0,01528 
0,0001 0,8312 
197 197 
1,00000 0.20199 
0,0 0.0044 
197 197 
0.20199 1,00000 
0,0044 0.0 
197 197 
0,09941 0,01996 
0.1646 0,7807 
197 197 
-0.10470 -0.04613 
0,1431 0,5197 
197 197 
•0,32348 -0,15152 
0,0001 0,0336 
197 197 
-0,24039 -0.38154 
0.0008 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.28856 •0,19101 
0,0001 0,0081 
191 191 
-0,00640 •0.22114 
0.9300 0,0021 
191 191 
-0,23972 •0,16821 
0,0008 0.0200 
191 191 
0.34870 0.09214 
0,0001 0,1978 
197 197 
•0.03171 0,35527 
0.6583 0.0001 
197 197 
0,24946 0.07045 
0,0004 0,3252 
197 197 
0.09736 0,23987 
0,1735 0,0007 
197 197 
•0,10345 0.26485 
0.1480 0.0002 
197 197 
0.28995 0,16382 
0,0001 0.0214 
197 197 
0.03582 0,21516 
0.6173 0.0024 
197 197 
•0,06953 0,15629 
0.3316 0,0283 
197 197 
0.09941 -0.10470 
0.1646 0.1431 
197 197 
0.01996 •0.04613 
0.7807 0.5197 
197 197 
1.00000 •0,02905 
0.0 0.6854 
197 197 
-0,02905 1,00000 
0.6854 0.0 
197 197 
0,11806 0.29052 
0.0985 0,0001 
197 197 
0.15441 •0,05795 
0,0329 0.4259 
191 191 
-0.09173 0.01476 
0,2069 0.8394 
191 191 
0,17221 -0.04661 
0,0172 0,5220 
191 191 
0,14499 0,10679 
0,0454 0.1414 
191 191 
0,20856 0.21687 
0,0033 0,0026 
197 191 
0.31742 -0.00413 
0,0001 0,9548 
197 191 
0,37249 0.24008 
0,0001 0,0008 
197 191 
0,37953 0.23359 
0,0001 0.0011 
197 191 
0,33773 0,11897 
0,0001 0,1012 
197 191 
0,33093 0,25328 
0,0001 0,0004 
197 191 
0,36725 0,23085 
0,0001 0,0013 
197 191 
0,15492 •0,08946 
0,0297 0,2184 
197 191 
-0,32348 -0,24039 
0,0001 0,0008 
197 191 
-0,15152 -0.38154 
0,0336 0,0001 
197 191 
0,11806 0,15441 
0,0985 0.0329 
197 191 
0.29052 -0.05795 
0,0001 0,4259 
197 191 
1,00000 0,19995 
0.0 0,0055 
197 191 
0,19995 1,00000 
0,0055 0,0 
191 194 
0.24457 0,08988 
0,0007 0,2126 
191 194 
0,11631 0,18497 
0.1091 0,0098 
191 194 
0,18376 0,09407 
0,0109 0.1920 
191 194 
-0.09417 0,00979 
0,1951 0,8930 
191 191 
0.19694 0,04463 
0.0063 0.5398 
191 191 
0.09185 0.08807 
0.2063 0.2257 
191 191 
0.13361 -0.07371 
0.0654 0.3108 
191 191 
0.26120 0.00800 
0.0003 0.9125 
191 191 
0.01197 0.04589 
0.8695 0.5284 
191 191 
0.18879 -0,03531 
0.0089 0,6278 
191 191 
0.19508 -0.04827 
0.0068 0.5073 
191 191 
-0.28856 -0.00640 
0,0001 0.9300 
191 191 
-0.19101 -0.22114 
0.0081 0.0021 
191 191 
-0.09173 0.17221 
0.2069 0.0172 
191 191 
0.01476 -0.04661 
0,8394 0,5220 
191 191 
0.24457 0,11631 
0.0007 0.1091 
191 191 
0.08988 0.18497 
0.2126 0.0098 
194 194 
1.00000 0.23304 
0.0 0.0011 
194 194 
0.23304 1,00000 
0.0011 0.0 
194 194 
0.31125 0.18289 
0.0001 0.0107 
194 194 
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Table 02. tntercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
GILLG LEEC LEER SelfDComp LMasc Femin MONEY PROGUP HS1 HS2 HS3 
HS5 0.05222 
0.4731 
191 
SCI 0.04784 
0.5110 
191 
SC2 0.19230 
0.0077 
191 
SC3 0.07021 
0.3345 
191 
SC4 0.21343 
0.0030 
191 
SC5 -0.03046 
0.6757 
191 
SC6 0.14131 
0.0512 
191 
SC7 0.05369 
0.4607 
191 
SC8 0.11749 
0.1055 
191 
SC9 0.07901 
0.2773 
191 
SC10 0.13742 
0.0580 
191 
sen 0.18631 
0.0099 
191 
SC12 0.07688 
0.2905 
191 
SC13 0.18437 
0.0107 
191 
SC14 -0.02945 
0.6859 
191 
SC15 0.18752 
0.0094 
191 
TENURE 0.06440 
0.3891 
181 
0.07108 0.18202 
0.3285 0.0117 
191 191 
0.03847 -0.01925 
0.5972 0.7915 
191 191 
0.10648 -0.20504 
0.1426 0.0044 
191 191 
0.15880 0.08359 
0.0282 0.2503 
191 191 
0.19144 -0.10962 
0.0080 0.1311 
191 191 
-0.12224 -0.20711 
0.0921 0.0040 
191 191 
0.29084 0.10972 
0.0001 0.1308 
191 191 
0.26122 0.24668 
0.0003 0.0006 
191 191 
0.07855 -0.03994 
0.2801 0.5833 
191 191 
0.02805 -0.07502 
0.7001 0.3023 
191 191 
0,05447 -0.15596 
0.4542 0.0312 
191 191 
0.21844 -0.04008 
0.0024 0.5820 
191 191 
0.00888 -0.19059 
0.9030 0.0083 
191 191 
0.24746 0.00821 
0.0006 0.9102 
191 191 
0.04609 0.12098 
0.5266 0.0955 
191 191 
0.29336 0.05580 
0.0001 0.4433 
191 191 
0.02605 -0.14975 
0.7277 0.0442 
181 181 
-0.15030 0.06739 
0.0380 0.3543 
191 191 
-0.07007 •0.18533 
0.3354 0.0103 
191 191 
-0.11193 -0.13745 
0.1232 0.0579 
191 191 
-0.24167 -0.25916 
0.0008 0.0003 
191 191 
-0.21614 -0.43405 
0.0027 0.0001 
191 191 
0.09631 0.06766 
0.1850 0.3524 
191 191 
-0.43070 -0.40010 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.27075 -0.18647 
0.0002 0.0098 
191 191 
-0.06093 -0.11327 
0.4024 0.1187 
191 191 
-0.01269 -0.21415 
0.8617 0.0029 
191 191 
0.00176 •0.16061 
0.9807 0.0264 
191 191 
-0.26917 •0.45313 
0.0002 0.0001 
191 191 
0.04227 •0.07875 
0.5615 0.2789 
191 191 
•0.28870 •0.39612 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.04530 -0.05176 
0.5337 0.4770 
191 191 
-0.38028 -0.35294 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.01128 •0.02511 
0.8802 0.7372 
181 181 
0.21249 -0.06419 
0.0032 0.3776 
191 191 
0.26741 -0.19201 
0.0002 0.0078 
191 191 
0.31974 -0.01657 
0.0001 0.8200 
191 191 
0.07061 -0.04191 
0.3317 0.5649 
191 191 
0.16025 -0.12517 
0.0268 0.0845 
191 191 
0.12384 -0.16966 
0.0879 0.0190 
191 191 
0.02972 -0.09384 
0.6832 0.1966 
191 191 
0.01920 0.11001 
0.7921 0.1298 
191 191 
0.48031 -0.16643 
0.0001 0.0214 
191 191 
0.17308 -0.02872 
0.0166 0.6933 
191 191 
0.50628 -0.06062 
0.0001 0.4049 
191 191 
0.08693 -0.12586 
0.2318 0.0828 
191 191 
0.20016 -0.15612 
0.0055 0.0310 
191 191 
0.19212 •0.11167 
0.0078 0.1240 
191 191 
-0.02158 0.12637 
0.7670 0.0815 
191 191 
0.15041 •0.09037 
0.0378 0.2138 
191 191 
0.02218 -0.19458 
0.7670 0.0087 
181 181 
0.12186 0.00011 
0.0931 0.9988 
191 194 
0.07973 0.49240 
0.2729 0.0001 
191 194 
0.19271 0.46500 
0.0076 0.0001 
191 194 
0.20665 0.19221 
0.0041 0.0073 
191 194 
0.15973 0.88268 
0.0273 0.0001 
191 194 
-0.00868 0.37920 
0.9052 0.0001 
191 194 
0.27849 0.69483 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 194 
0.24214 0.03784 
0.0007 0.6004 
191 194 
0.12103 0.48031 
0.0954 0.0001 
191 194 
0.11736 0.21375 
0.1059 0.0028 
191 194 
0.12390 0.42837 
0.0877 0.0001 
191 194 
0.18354 0.89912 
0.0110 0.0001 
191 194 
0.04708 0.55875 
0.5178 0.0001 
191 194 
0.23277 0.71064 
0.0012 0.0001 
191 194 
0.00745 -0.38632 
0.9186 0.0001 
191 194 
0.34792 0.73698 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 194 
-0.26507 0.13787 
0.0003 0.0665 
181 178 
0.12937 0.00232 
0.0722 0.9744 
194 194 
0.09462 0.07463 
0.1894 0.3011 
194 194 
•0.04957 0.18712 
0.4925 0.0090 
194 194 
0.51847 0.68367 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.00429 0.19627 
0.9526 0.0061 
194 194 
-0.17111 -0.06397 
0.0171 0.3756 
194 194 
0.52775 0.24304 
0.0001 0.0006 
194 194 
0.71758 0.22044 
0.0001 0.0020 
194 194 
0.14954 0.22629 
0.0374 0.0015 
194 194 
0.21001 0.81972 
0.0033 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.06173 0.19558 
0.3925 0.0063 
194 194 
0.09620 0.14177 
0.1821 0.0486 
194 194 
•0.18261 0.14281 
0.0108 0.0470 
194 194 
0.25065 0.30057 
0.0004 0.0001 
194 194 
0.27340 0.23195 
0.0001 0.0011 
194 194 
0.31223 0.32176 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.15744 -0.03370 
0.0358 0.6552 
178 178 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
GILLQ LEEC LEER SelfDComp LMasc Femin MONEY PROGUP HS1 HS2 HS3 
CSALE 0.13410 
0.0727 
180 
CLABOR -0.00016 
0.9983 
180 
aSCRATE -0.17603 
0.0213 
. 171 
51 -0.04877 
0.5534 
150 
52 -0.10195 
0.2145 
150 
53 -0.10762 
0.1899 
150 
54 -0.04929 
0.5492 
150 
55 -0.03016 
0.7150 
149 
56 0.00452 
0.9571 
144 
57 0.03070 
0.7149 
144 
58 -0.05737 
0.4946 
144 
59 -0.10869 
0.1947 
144 
S10 -0.04919 
0.5582 
144 
0.07514 -0.09165 
0.3161 0.2211 
180 180 
0.00703 -0.06617 
0.9254 0.3775 
180 180 
-0.15558 -0.07671 
0.0422 0.3186 
171 171 
0.01195 0.12514 
0.8846 0.1271 
150 150 
-0.06418 0.00368 
0.4352 0.9643 
150 150 
-0.13111 0.11112 
0.1098 0.1758 
150 150 
0.02473 -0.00671 
0.7639 0.9350 
150 150 
-0.01216 0.12008 
0.8830 0.1447 
149 149 
0.15746 0.17605 
0.0594 0.0348 
144 144 
0.12410 0.11686 
0.1383 0.1630 
144 144 
0.13564 0.17814 
0.1050 0.0327 
144 144 
-0.09632 -0.02665 
0.2508 0.7512 
144 144 
0.11258 0.17088 
0.1791 0.0406 
144 144 
-0.03596 -0.02344 
0.6318 0.7548 
180 180 
0.00354 0.08354 
0.9624 0.2649 
180 180 
0.20723 0.06735 
0.0065 0.3814 
171 171 
-0.08029 -0.11683 
0.3287 0.1545 
150 150 
0.00755 -0.14867 
0.9269 0.0694 
150 150 
-0.00724 -0.03771 
0.9300 0.6468 
150 150 
-0.08249 -0.19616 
0.3156 0.0161 
150 ISO 
-0.07440 -0.15822 
0.3672 0.0539 
149 149 
-0.27420 -0.02754 
0.0009 0.7432 
144 144 
-0.24067 -0.03726 
0.0037 0.6575 
144 144 
-0.22056 -0.01975 
0.0079 0.8142 
144 144 
-0.02173 -0.01685 
0.7960 0.8411 
. 144 144 
-0.20885 -0.03660 
0.0120 0.6632 
144 144 
0.04557 0.19551 
0.5435 0.0085 
180 180 
-0.02944 0.07751 
0.6948 0.3010 
180 180 
0.01850 -0.18882 
0.8102 0.0134 
171 171 
-0.07374 -0.00213 
0.3698 0.9794 
150 150 
-0.05468 0.02592 
0.5063 0.7529 
150 150 
-0.12319 0.10485 
0.1331 0.2016 
150 150 
-0.11995 0.04886 
0.1437 0.5527 
150 150 
-0.13694 0.07355 
0.0958 0.3727 
149 149 
-0.11278 -0.06739 
0.1783 0.4222 
144 144 
-0.07591 -0.02537 
0.3659 0.7628 
144 144 
-0.10543 -0.08546 
0.2085 0.3085 
144 144 
-0.14714 -0.09876 
0.0784 0.2389 
144 144 
-0.15570 -0.10350 
0.0624 0.2170 
144 144 
0.14417 0.03633 
0.0535 0.6311 
180 177 
0.00949 -0.08776 
0.8994 0.2454 
180 177 
-0.09705 -0.04715 
0.2067 0.5439 
171 168 
0.13798 0.20077 
0.0922 0.0148 
150 147 
0.15437 0.20857 
0.0593 0.0112 
150 147 
0.09631 0.05608 
0.2410 0.4999 
150 147 
0.10465 0.24850 
0.2025 0.0024 
150 147 
0.14516 0.25311 
0.0773 0.0021 
149 146 
0.18303 0.08122 
0.0281 0.3366 
144 142 
0.21779 0.05831 
0.0087 0.4906 
144 142 
0.16784 0.03943 
0.0443 0.6413 
144 142 
0.14250 0.02768 
0.0884 0.7437 
144 142 
0.12291 0.04196 
0.1422 0.6200 
144 142 
0.09754 0.06471 
0.1965 0.3922 
177 177 
0.02087 -0.13492 
0.7828 0.0734 
177 177 
-0.06560 -0.01421 
0.3982 0.8550 
168 168 
0.10380 -0.09322 
0,2109 0.2614 
147 147 
0.12377 -0.14064 
0.1353 0.0893 
147 147 
0.17355 0.02425 
0.0355 0.7707 
147 147 
0.10750 0.10670 
0.1950 0.1984 
147 147 
0.11289 -0.07099 
0.1749 0.3945 
146 146 
0.08954 0.00997 
0.2893 0.9063 
142 142 
0.06557 0.03968 
0.4382 0.6392 
142 142 
0.05647 0.03028 
0.5044 0.7205 
142 142 
0.01628 0.03443 
0.8475 0.6842 
142 142 
0.18911 0.04428 
0.0242 0.6008 
142 142 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
HS4 HS5 SCI SC2 SC3 SC4 SCS SC6 SC7 SC8 SC9 
SEX -0.09606 
0.1827 
194 
AGE -0.33190 
0.0001 
190 
EDUC 0.01311 
0.8899 
114 
PAQH 0.30151 
0.0001 
191 
PAQF 0.10039 
0.1670 
191 
PAQHF 0.27555 
0.0001 
191 
Comp 0.25931 
0.0003 
191 
Affect 0.33526 
0.0001 
191 
Win 0.19836 
0.0059 
191 
Beat 0.20427 
0.0046 
191 
Recog 0.19479 
0.0069 
191 
PurExc 0.16932 
0.0192 
191 
Work 0.13976 
0.0538 
191 
Task 0.11557 
0.1114 
191 
Recog 0.21949 
0.0023 
191 
UOFOC 0.29816 
0.0001 
191 
UOFOM 0.21453 
0.0029 
191 
0.05693 0.06733 
0.4304 0.3509 
194 194 
0.04143 0.14717 
0.5703 0.0427 
190 190 
-0.10386 0.04734 
0.2715 0.6169 
114 114 
0.12139 0.23209 
0.0944 0.0012 
191 191 
0.21983 0.12590 
0.0022 0.0827 
191 191 
-0.18533 0.10574 
0,0103 0.1454 
191 191 
0.12753 -0.07113 
0.0787 0.3282 
191 191 
0.07190 0.05938 
0.3230 0.4145 
191 191 
0.10180 -0.06572 
0.1611 0.3664 
191 191 
0.18404 -0.11516 
0.0108 0.1126 
191 191 
0.19147 -0.04608 
0.0080 0.5267 
191 191 
0.02973 0.07385 
0.6830 0.3099 
191 191 
0.10964 0.11149 
0.1311 0.1247 
191 191 
-0.04814 -0.06607 
0.5084 0.3638 
191 191 
-0.01767 0.00995 
0.8083 0.8913 
191 191 
0.07505 0.02454 
0.3021 0.7361 
191 191 
0.05799 0.04301 
0.4256 0.5546 
191 191 
0.01996 -0.31050 
0.7824 0.0001 
194 194 
0.14749 -0.09363 
0.0423 0.1988 
190 190 
0.12308 0.10804 
0.1920 0.2525 
114 114 
0.27136 0.40584 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 191 
0.26283 0.01868 
0.0002 0.7975 
191 191 
0.12965 0.27339 
0.0738 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.02593 0.14999 
0.7218 0.0384 
191 191 
0.06238 0.11750 
0.3913 0.1055 
191 191 
-0.04961 0.12623 
0.4956 0.0818 
191 191 
-0.13447 0.24494 
0.0637 0.0006 
191 191 
-0.20466 0.03937 
0.0045 0.5887 
191 191 
0.24486 0.10722 
0.0006 0.1399 
191 191 
0.23783 0.00899 
0.0009 0.9017 
191 191 
0.06331 0.15525 
0.3842 0.0320 
191 191 
0.15205 0.27942 
0.0357 0.0001 
191 191 
0.00743 0.07191 
0.9187 0.3229 
191 191 
0.26065 0.27843 
0.0003 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.14387 0.10903 
0.0454 0.1302 
194 194 
0.24667 0.41076 
0.0006 0.0001 
190 190 
0.03919 0.01815 
0.6789 0.8480 
114 114 
0.42759 -0.05340 
0.0001 0.4631 
191 191 
0.04607 0.16949 
0.5268 0.0191 
191 191 
0.42657 -0.15168 
0.0001 0.0362 
191 191 
0.00400 -0.19730 
0.9562 0.0062 
191 191 
0.16090 -0.15817 
0.0262 0.0289 
191 191 
-0.02744 -0.12811 
0.7064 0.0774 
191 191 
•0.19541 -0.17936 
0.0067 0.0130 
191 191 
-0.11012 -0.18432 
0.1294 0.0107 
191 191 
0.21878 -0.01812 
0.0024 0.8035 
191 191 
0.21916 0.05571 
0.0023 0.4440 
191 191 
0.00345 -0.09237 
0.9622 0.2037 
191 191 
0.15085 -0.11035 
0.0372 0.1286 
191 191 
0.08386 -0.19511 
0.2487 0.0068 
191 191 
0.27573 -0.01148 
0.0001 0.8748 
191 191 
-0.13284 -0.23135 
0.0648 0.0012 
194 194 
0.11128 -0.19552 
0.1264 0.0069 
190 190 
0.16232 0.03051 
0.0844 0.7473 
114 114 
0.62955 0.30198 
0.0001 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.05502 -0.00384 
0.4497 0.9579 
191 191 
0.47103 0.25291 
0.0001 0.0004 
191 191 
0.14137 0.27684 
0.0511 0.0001 
191 191 
0.27305 0.26324 
0.0001 0.0002 
191 191 
0.16697 0.25114 
0.0210 0.0005 
191 191 
-0.04775 0.27041 
0.5118 0.0002 
191 191 
0.08927 0.18167 
0.2194 0.0119 
191 191 
0.11116 0.03449 
0.1258 0.6358 
191 191 
0.09897 -0.01365 
0.1731 0.8514 
191 191 
0.01805 0.07565 
0.8042 0.2983 
191 191 
0.23949 0.17855 
0.0008 0.0135 
191 191 
0.19871 0.23590 
0.0059 0.0010 
191 191 
0.27664 0.18474 
O.OOOl 0.0105 
191 191 
0.05648 -0.03989 
0.4341 0.5808 
194 194 
0.19168 0.02263 
0.0081 0.7567 
190 190 
0.02128 0.10968 
0.8222 0.2454 
114 114 
0.23846 0.26525 
0.0009 0.0002 
191 191 
0.45157 0.14412 
0.0001 0.0467 
191 191 
0.08793 0.27135 
0.2264 0.0001 
191 191 
-0.04038 -0.04360 
0.5792 0.5493 
191 191 
0.07717 0.00727 
0.2887 0.9205 
191 191 
-0.07318 0.00818 
0.3143 0.9106 
191 191 
-0.04516 0.00155 
0.5351 0.9830 
191 191 
-0.01821 -0.07362 
0.8026 0.3115 
191 191 
0.14586 0.09192 
0.0441 0.2060 
191 191 
0.16922 0.04623 
0.0193 0.5254 
191 191 
0.07925 0.13722 
0.2758 0.0584 
191 191 
0.06755 0.13411 
0.3532 0.0644 
191 191 
-0.00263 -0.02240 
0.9712 0.7584 
191 191 
0.15833 0.18404 
0.0287 0.0108 
191 191 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
HS4 HS5 SCI SC2 SC3 SC4 SC5 SC6 SC7 SC8 SC9 
WOFOW 0.15792 
0.0291 
191 
GPI 0.24168 
0.0008 
191 
GPG 0.19503 
0.0069 
191 
GILLC 0.30610 
0.0001 
191 
GILLU 0.19765 
0.0061 
191 
GILLG 0.17758 
0.0140 
191 
LEEC 0.30052 
0.0001 
191 
LEER 0.20720 
0.0040 
191 
SelfD -0.23972 
Comp 0.0008 
191 
LHasc -0.16821 
0.0200 
191 
Femln 0.14499 
0.0454 
191 
MONEY 0.10679 
0.1414 
191 
PROGUP 0.18376 
0.0109 
191 
HS1 0.09407 
0.1920 
194 
HS2 0.31125 
0.0001 
194 
HS3 0.18289 
0.0107 
194 
HS4 1.00000 
0.0 
194 
0.07499 0.10443 
0.3025 0.1505 
191 191 
0.06410 -0.13596 
0.3783 0.0607 
191 191 
0.10431 0.10809 
0.1510 0.1366 
191 191 
0.05934 0.03940 
0.4149 0.5884 
191 191 
0.09446 -0.10162 
0.1937 0.1619 
191 191 
0.05222 0.04784 
0.4731 0.5110 
191 191 
0.07108 0.03847 
0.3285 0.5972 
191 191 
0.18202 -0.01925 
0.0117 0.7915 
191 191 
-0.15030 -0.07007 
0.0380 0.3354 
191 191 
0.06739 -0.18533 
0.3543 0.0103 
191 191 
0.21249 0.26741 
0.0032 0.0002 
191 191 
-0.06419 -0.19201 
0.3776 0.0078 
191 191 
0.12186 0.07973 
0.0931 0.2729 
191 191 
0.00011 0.49240 
0.9988 0.0001 
194 194 
0.12937 0.09462 
0.0722 0.1894 
194 194 
0.00232 0.07463 
0.9744 0.3011 
194 194 
0.09646 0.05611 
0.1809 0.4371 
194 194 
0.21976 -0.01773 
0.0023 0.8076 
191 191 
-0.01399 0.15833 
0.8477 0.0287 
191 191 
0.16973 0.14129 
0.0189 0.0512 
191 191 
0.12264 0.09223 
0.0910 0.2045 
191 191 
0.01399 0.13821 
0.8476 0.0566 
191 191 
0.19230 0.07021 
0.0077 0.3345 
191 191 
0.10648 0.15880 
0.1426 0.0282 
191 191 
-0.20504 0.08359 
0.0044 0.2503 
191 191 
-0.11193 -0.24167 
0.1232 0.0008 
191 191 
-0.13745 -0.25916 
0.0579 0.0003 
191 191 
0.31974 0.07061 
0.0001 . 0.3317 
191 191 
-0.01657 -0.04191 
0.8200 0.5649 
191 191 
0.19271 0.20665 
0.0076 0.0041 
191 191 
0.46500 0.19221 
0.0001 0.0073 
194 194 
-0.04957 0.51847 
0.4925 0.0001 
194 194 
0.18712 0.68367 
0.0090 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.00389 0.38889 
0.9571 0.0001 
194 194 
0.21481 0.03002 
0.0028 0.6301 
191 191 
•0.02197 -0.22740 
0.7629 0.0016 
191 191 
0.21859 0.01492 
0.0024 0.8377 
191 191 
0.18814 -0.13069 
0.0092 0.0715 
191 191 
-0.00188 -0.14680 
0.9794 0.0427 
191 191 
0.21343 -0.03046 
0.0030 0.6757 
191 191 
0.19144 -0.12224 
0.0080 0.0921 
191 191 
-0.10962 -0.20711 
0.1311 0.0040 
191 191 
-0.21614 0.09631 
0.0027 0.1850 
191 191 
-0.43405 0.06766 
0.0001 0.3524 
191 191 
0.16025 0.12384 
0.0268 0.0879 
191 191 
-0.12517 -0.16966 
0.0845 0.0190 
191 191 
0.15973 -0.00868 
0.0273 0.9052 
191 191 
0.88268 0.37920 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.00429 -0.17111 
0.9526 0.0171 
194 194 
0.19627 -0.06397 
0.0061 0.3756 
194 194 
0.01994 -0.52194 
0.7826 0,0001 
194 194 
0.06030 -0.02246 
0.4073 0.7578 
191 191 
0.03320 0.27059 
0.6484 0.0002 
191 191 
0.18221 0.10340 
0.0116 0.1546 
191 191 
0.24230 0.22529 
0.0007 0.0017 
191 191 
0.17607 0.25958 
0.0148 0.0003 
191 191 
0.14131 0.05369 
0.0512 0.4607 
191 191 
0.29084 0.26122 
0.0001 0.0003 
191 191 
0.10972 0.24668 
0.1308 0.0006 
191 191 
-0.43070 -0.27075 
0.0001 0.0002 
191 191 
-0.40010 -0.18647 
0.0001 0.0098 
191 191 
0.02972 0.01920 
0.6832 0.7921 
191 191 
-0.09384 0.11001 
0.1966 0.1298 
191 191 
0.27849 0.24214 
0.0001 0.0007 
191 191 
0.69483 0.03784 
0.0001 0.6004 
194 194 
0.52775 0.71758 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.24304 0.22044 
0.0006 0.0020 
194 194 
0.23642 0.73209 
0.0009 0.0001 
194 194 
0.14658 0.05041 
0.0430 0.4886 
191 191 
-0.12225 -0.03796 
0.0920 0.6022 
191 191 
0.12873 0.12708 
0.0759 0.0798 
191 191 
0.10203 0.01178 
0.1602 0.8715 
191 191 
-0.06513 -0.02693 
0.3707 0.7115 
191 191 
0.11749 0.07901 
0.1055 0.2773 
191 191 
0.07855 0.02805 
0.2801 0.7001 
191 191 
-0.03994 -0.07502 
0.5833 0.3023 
191 191 
-0.06093 -0.01269 
0.4024 0.8617 
191 191 
-0.11327 -0.21415 
0.1187 0.0029 
191 191 
0.48031 0.17308 
0.0001 0.0166 
191 191 
-0.16643 -0.02872 
0.0214 0.6933 
191 191 
0.12103 0.11736 
0.0954 0.1059 
191 191 
0.48031 0.21375 
0.0001 0.0028 
194 194 
0.14954 0.21001 
0.0374 0.0033 
194 194 
0.22629 0.81972 
0.0015 0.0001 
194 194 
0.26293 0.19461 
0.0002 0.0065 
194 194 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
HS4 HS5 SCI SC2 SC3 SC4 SC5 SC6 SC7 SC8 SC9 
HS5 0.09646 
0.1809 
194 
SCI 0.05611 
0.4371 
194 
SC2 -0.00389 
0.9571 
194 
SC3 0.38889 
0.0001 
194 
SC4 0.01994 
0.7826 
194 
SC5 -0.52194 
0.0001 
194 
SC6 0.23642 
0.0009 
194 
SC7 0.73209 
0.0001 
194 
SC8 0.26293 
0.0002 
194 
SC9 0.19461 
0.0065 
194 
SC10 0.06632 
0.3582 
194 
sell 0.07440 
0.3026 
194 
SC12 -0.28799 
0.0001 
194 
SC13 0.16255 
0.0235 
194 
SC14 0.21086 
0.0032 
194 
SC15 0.17516 
0.0146 
194 
TENURE -0.14051 
0.0614 
178 
1.00000 0.31732 
0.0 0.0001 
194 194 
0.31732 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
194 194 
0.03227 0.30436 
0.6551 0.0001 
194 194 
0.10259 0.18445 
0.1546 0.0100 
194 194 
-0.00332 0.46042 
0.9634 0.0001 
194 194 
0.21008 0.33252 
0.0033 0.0001 
194 194 
0.15595 0.45408 
0.0299 0.0001 
194 194 
0.14430 0.03473 
0.0447 0.6307 
194 194 
0.39186 0.46853 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.04648 0.06872 
0.5198 0.3410 
194 194 
0.10389 0.37698. 
0.1494 0.0001 
194 194 
0.03195 0.48392 
0.6583 0.0001 
194 194 
0.06033 0.33590 
0.4034 0.0001 
194 194 
0.09972 0.45193 
0.1665 0.0001 
194 194 
0.29796 -0.06869 
0.0001 0.3413 
194 194 
0.21981 0.57353 
0.0021 0.0001 
194 194 
0.00137 0.04881 
0.9855 0.5176 
178 178 
0.03227 0.10259 
0.6551 0.1546 
194 194 
0.30436 0.18445 
0.0001 0.0100 
194 194 
1.00000 0.13748 
0.0 0.0559 
194 194 
0.13748 1.00000 
0.0559 0.0 
194 194 
0.49805 0.17833 
0.0001 0.0129 
194 194 
0.30722 -0.20100 
0.0001 0.0049 
194 194 
0.31114 0.41552 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.06058 0.48156 
0.4014 0.0001 
194 194 
0.38077 0.26349 
0.0001 0.0002 
194 194 
0.17770 0.44590 
0.0132 0.0001 
194 194 
0.58043 0.17027 
0.0001 0.0176 
194 194 
0.45139 0.19390 
0.0001 0.0067 
194 194 
0.60618 -0.01717 
0.0001 0.8122 
194 194 
0.41303 0.36262 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.15671 0.26154 
0.0291 0.0002 
194 194 
0.46961 0.40466 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.12540 -0.17591 
0.0954 0.0188 
178 178 
-0.00332 0.21008 
0.9634 0.0033 
194 194 
0.46042 0.33252 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.49805 0.30722 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.17833 -0.20100 
0.0129 0.0049 
194 194 
1.00000 0.39957 
0.0 0.0001 
194 194 
0.39957 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
194 194 
0.53891 0.20061 
0.0001 0.0050 
194 194 
-0.04787 -0.34629 
0.5075 0.0001 
194 194 
0.45017 0.36200 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.19954 •0.01250 
0.0053 0.8627 
194 194 
0.52604 0.30994 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.94472 0.35650 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.58293 0.77171 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.79162 0.37112 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.37864 -0.30033 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.65958 0.38383 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.13435 0.15938 
0.0738 0.0336 
178 178 
0.15595 0.14430 
0.0299 0.0447 
194 194 
0.45408 0.03473 
0.0001 0.6307 
194 194 
0.31114 -0.06058 
0.0001 0.4014 
194 194 
0.41552 0.48156 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.53891 -0.04787 
0.0001 0.5075 
194 194 
0.20061 -0.34629 
0.0050 0.0001 
194 194 
1.00000 0.39131 
0.0 0.0001 
194 194 
0.39131 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
194 194 
0.46265 0.25801 
0.0001 0.0003 
194 194 
0.28262 0.25893 
0.0001 0.0003 
194 194 
0.23663 -0.00149 
0.0009 0.9835 
194 194 
0.65811 0.03771 
0.0001 0.6016 
194 194 
0.27104 -0.25485 
0.0001 0.0003 
194 194 
0.63702 0.17325 
0.0001 0.0157 
194 194 
-0.08257 0.32542 
0.2524 0.0001 
194 194 
0.83204 0.24982 
0.0001 0.0004 
194 194 
-0.04638 -0.21019 
0.5387 0.0049 
178 178 
0,39186 -0.04648 
0.0001 0.5198 
194 , 194 
0.46853 0.06872 
0.0001 0.3410 
194 194 
0.38077 0.17770 
0.0001 0.0132 
194 194 
0.26349 0.44590 
0.0002 0.0001 
194 194 
0.45017 0.19954 
0.0001 0.0053 
194 194 
0.36200 -0.01250 
0.0001 0.8627 
194 194 
0.46265 0.28262 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.25801 0.25893 
0.0003 0.0003 
194 194 
1.00000 0.27261 
0.0 0.0001 
194 194 
0.27261 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
194 194 
0.69824 0.18134 
0.0001 0.0114 
194 194 
0.45197 0.15494 
0.0001 0.0310 
194 194 
0.42744 0.16617 
0.0001 0.0206 
194 194 
0.54436 0.31330 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.04061 0.23650 
0.5740 0.0009 
194 194 
0.52074 0.33215 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.09304 -0.00323 
0.2167 0.9659 
178 178 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
HS4 HS5 SCI SCZ SC3 SC4 SC5 SC6 SC7 SC8 SC9 
CSALE 0.00211 
0,9778 
177 
CLABOR -0.03174 
0.6749 
177 
QSCRATE -0.08162 
0.2929 
168 
51 -0.13450 
0.1043 
147 
52 -0.16931 
0.0404 
147 
53 -0.08915 
0.2829 
147 
54 -0.00132 
0.9874 
147 
55 -0.05874 
0.4813 
146 
56 0.03210 
0.7045 
142 
57 0.03902 
0.6447 
142 
58 0.00502 
0.9527 
142 
59 -0.15030 
0.0742 
142 
S10 -0.01099 
0.8967 
142 
-0.01868 -0.03714 
0.8051 0.6236 
177 177 
-0.01971 -0.07806 
0.7945 0.3017 
177 177 
0.19066 0.12305 
0.0133 0.1120 
168 168 
0.07931 0.08714 
0.3396 0.2940 
147 147 
0.09114 0.16765 
0.2723 0.0424 
147 147 
0.00454 -0.04919 
0.9565 0.5541 
147 147 
0.04838 0.12216 
0.5606 0.1405 
147 147 
0.10837 0.10983 
0.1929 0.1869 
146 146 
0.11104 -0.05236 
0.1883 0.5360 
142 142 
0.15602 -0.00292 
0.0637 0.9725 
142 142 
0.05673 -0.08235 
0.5025 0.3299 
142 142 
0.08736 -0.07552 
0.3012 0.3717 
142 142 
0.07041 -0.04776 
0.4050 0.5725 
142 142 
0.01757 0.11935 
0.8165 0.1136 
177 177 
-0.08642 -0.04256 
0.2527 0.5738 
177 177 
-0.05260 -0.03470 
0.4983 0.6552 
168 168 
0.09288 -0.08764 
0.2632 0.2912 
147 147 
0.03273 •0.13045 
0.6939 0.1153 
147 147 
-0.01835 0.02958 
0.8254 0.7221 
147 147 
0.08188 -0.00361 
0.3241 0.9654 
147 147 
0.11472 -0.06610 
0.1680 0.4279 
146 146 
-0.02461 -0.00153 
0.7712 0.9856 
142 142 
0.03923 0.03553 
0.6429 0.6746 
142 142 
-0.05926 0.04336 
0.4836 0.6084 
142 142 
-0.01485 •0.01572 
0.8608 0.8527 
142 142 
-0.03811 0.03179 
0.6525 0.7072 
142 142 
0.02492 -0.04308 
0.7420 0.5692 
177 177 
-0.08337 0.03372 
0.2699 0.6559 
177 177 
-0.01163 0.18861 
0.8811 0.0143 
168 168 
0.18934 0.15133 
0.0216 0.0673 
147 147 
0.21860 0.25832 
0.0078 0.0016 
147 147 
0.06153 0.04914 
0.4591 0.5545 
147 147 
0.23691 0.15705 
0.0039 0.0575 
147 147 
0.25329 0.13641 
0.0020 0.1006 
146 146 
0.08482 0.03173 
0.3155 0.7078 
142 142 
0.05311 0.05268 
0.5302 0.5335 
142 142 
0.05869 0.03886 
0.4878 0.6461 
142 142 
0.02269 0.11313 
0.7887 0.1801 
142 142 
0.06652 0.05204 
0.4316 0.5385 
142 142 
0.03067 0.03778 
0.6853 0.6176 
177 177 
-0.04746 0.03186 
0.5305 0.6737 
177 177 
-0.04552 -0.07548 
0.5579 0.3309 
168 168 
0.18358 -0.00448 
0.0260 0.9570 
147 147 
0.17157 -0.03352 
0.0377 0.6869 
147 147 
0.09181 0.02551 
0.2688 0.7591 
147 147 
0.23060 0.03102 
0.0050 0.7092 
147 147 
0.20824 0.00743 
0.0117 0.9290 
146 146 
0.19849 0.05751 
0.0179 0.4966 
142 142 
0.18209 0.05556 
0.0301 0.5113 
142 142 
0.11989 0.04934 
0.1553 0.5598 
142 142 
0.04375 -0.13442 
0.6052 0.1107 
142 142 
0.20508 0.09556 
0.0144 0.2579 
142 142 
-0.02880 0.10493 
0.7036 0.1646 
177 177 
-0.14929 -0.12872 
0.0473 0.0877 
177 177 
0.12134 -0.00356 
0.1172 0.9634 
168 168 
0.06638 -0.04202 
0.4244 0.6133 
147 147 
0.12594 -0.13162 
0.1285 0.1120 
147 147 
-0.01951 -0.06717 
0.8146 0.4189 
147 147 
0.09363 0.12434 
0.2593 0.1335 
147 147 
0.09571 -0.06084 
0.2505 0.4657 
146 146 
0.03495 0.06647 
0.6797 0.4319 
142 142 
0.04433 0.03222 
0.6004 0.7034 
142 142 
-0.03928 0.03235 
0.6425 0.7023 
142 142 
-0.00965 -0.02565 
0.9093 0.7618 
142 142 
-0.02752 0.04622 
0.7451 0.5850 
142 142 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SC10 sen SC12 SC13 SC14 SC15 TENURE CSALE CLABOR QSCRATE SI 
SEX 0.00650 
0.9284 
194 
AGE 0.16168 
0.0258 
190 
EDUC -0.04567 
0.6294 
114 
PAQH 0.13039 
0.0722 
191 
PAQF 0.41668 
0.0001 
191 
PAQHF 0.09363 
0.1976 
191 
Comp -0.05135 
0.4805 
191 
Affect 0.03749 
0.6066 
191 
Win -0.10621 
0.1436 
191 
Beat -0.14434 
0.0464 
191 
Recog -0.13377 
0.0650 
191 
PurExc 0.20681 
0.0041 
191 
Work 0.17101 
0.0180 
191 
TAsk 0.13546 
0.0617 
191 
Mastery 0.04760 
0.5132 
f91 
UOFOC -0.00724 
0.9208 
191 
UOFQH 0.12984 
0.0734 
191 
-0.13687 0.00850 
0.0570 0.9064 
194 194 
0.21272 0.32244 
0.0032 0.0001 
190 190 
0.08039 0.01294 
0.3952 0.8913 
114 114 
0.47264 0.09799 
0.0001 0.1775 
191 191 
-0.02579 0.18627 
0.7232 0.0099 
191 191 
0.45909 0.05006 
0.0001 0.4916 
191 191 
0.05539 -0.11237 
0.4466 0.1217 
191 191 
0.19026 -0.02616 
0.0084 0.7195 
191 191 
0.04997 -0.08062 
0.4924 0.2676 
191 191 
-0.16797 -0.21529 
0.0202 0.0028 
191 191 
-0.01666 -0.21754 
0.8190 0.0025 
191 191 
0.17402 0.11049 
0.0161 0.1281 
191 191 
0.18250 0.17380 
0.0115 0.0162 
191 191 
-0.01943 -0.00672 
0.7897 0.9264 
191 191 
0.14325 -0.03074 
0.0480 0.6729 
191 191 
0.13223 -0.08116 
0.0682 0.2643 
191 191 
0.25280 0.09793 
0.0004 0.1777 
191 191 
-0.17719 -0.11939 
0.0135 0.0973 
194 194 
0.14330 -0.24069 
0.0486 0.0008 
190 190 
0.03673 0.00790 
0.6980 0.9336 
114 114 
0.44006 0.05710 
0.0001 0.4327 
191 191 
0.09767 -0.03560 
0.1789 0.6249 
191 191 
0.39521 -0.01054 
0.0001 Ù.8849 
191 191 
0.09520 0.10943 
0.1902 0.1318 
191 191 
0.23279 0.01480 
0.0012 0.8390 
191 191 
0.08120 0.17777 
0.2642 0.0139 
191 191 
-0.090C0 0.24922 
0.2157 0.0005 
191 191 
-0.00427 0.06518 
0.9533 0.3703 
191 191 
0.16048 -0.05362 
0.0125 0.4613 
191 191 
0.19288 -0.10507 
0.0075 0.1480 
191 191 
0.06606 0.00876 
0.3639 0.9043 
191 191 
0.15136 -0.04714 
0.0366 0.5173 
191 191 
0.16332 0.04093 
0.0240 0.5740 
191 191 
0.28254 -0.01806 
0.0001 0.8042 
191 191 
-0.12185 0.10340 
0.0906 0.1625 
194 184 
0.08229 0.29563 
0.2590 0.0001 
190 180 
0.08537 -0.22318 
0.3665 0.0185 
114 111 
0.53996 -0.04767 
0.0001 0.5239 
191 181 
0.05955 -0.00683 
0.4132 0.9273 
191 181 
0.35629 0.01981 
0.0001 0.7912 
191 181 
0.15086 -0.09043 
0.0372 0.2260 
191 181 
0.26529 0.01658 
0.0002 0.8246 
191 181 
0.16636 •0.05902 
0.0214 0.4300 
191 181 
-0.02468 -0.15810 
0.7347 0.0335 
191 181 
0.00002 -0.09339 
0.9998 0.2111 
191 181 
0.18275 0.04750 
0.0114 0.5255 
191 181 
0.21271 -0.03645 
0.0031 0.6262 
191 181 
-0.00615 0.09490 
0.9327 0.2038 
191 181 
0.23645 0.04729 
0.0010 0.5273 
191 181 
0.19162 •0.03188 
0.0079 0.6701 
191 181 
0.32963 0.01291 
0.0001 0.8631 
191 181 
•0.13840 -0.10335 
0.0617 0.1639 
183 183 
-0.19301 -0.08928 
0.0096 0.2346 
179 179 
-0.02275 0.08413 
0.8135 0.3822 
110 110 
0.05075 -0.09363 
0.4987 0.2112 
180 180 
0.06110 0.00289 
0.4152 0.9693 
180 180 
0.05648 -0.10339 
0.4514 0.1672 
180 180 
0.04027 -0.02130 
0.5915 0.7765 
180 180 
0.08477 0.01826 
0.2579 0.8078 
180 180 
0.02855 0.02159 
0.7037 0.7735 
180 180 
-0.06742 -0.02704 
0.3685 0.7187 
180 180 
-0.02706 -0.01990 
0.7184 0.7909 
180 180 
0.15528 0.01864 
0.0374 0.8038 
180 180 
0.07881 •0.03907 
0.2930 0.6026 
180 180 
0.12873 0.00474 
0.0850 0.9497 
180 180 
0.25435 0.08873 
0.0006 0.2362 
180 180 
0.08672 -0.00043 
0.2471 0.9954 
180 180 
0.22952 0.08299 
0.0019 0.2681 
180 180 
0.07694 -0.02095 
0.3130 0.7958 
174 155 
-0.01220 0.02581 
0.8746 0.7547 
170 149 
0.24748 -0.11643 
0.0102 0.2439 
107 102 
-0.06527 0.05691 
0.3963 0.4891 
171 150 
0.05775 -0.09417 
0.4531 0.2517 
171 150 
-0.10755 0.05766 
0.1615 0.4834 
171 150 
-0.05209 0.01080 
0.4986 0.8957 
171 150 
-0.18218 0.01608 
0.0171 0.8452 
171 150 
-0.06556 -0.03976 
0.3942 0.6290 
171 150 
-0.00215 -0.03768 
0.9777 0.6471 
171 150 
-0.05481 0.11630 
0.4765 0.1564 
171 150 
-0.18177 -0.06552 
0.0173 0.4257 
171 150 
-0.09338 0.14778 
0.2245 0.0711 
171 150 
-0.24110 -0.10200 
0.0015 0.2142 
171 150 
-0.16540 -0.08565 
0.0306 0.2973 
171 150 
-0.14598 0.06484 
0.0568 0.4305 
171 150 
-0.13521 -0.02934 
0.0779 0.7216 
171 150 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SC10 sell SC12 SC13 SC14 SC15 TENURE CSALE CLABOR QSCRATE SI 
WOFOU 0.18741 
0.0094 
191 
CP! -0.05553 
0.4454 
191 
GPG 0.11304 
0.1195 
191 
GtLLC 0.09248 
0.2032 
191 
GILIW -0.05897 
0.4177 
191 
GILLG 0.13742 
0.0580 
191 
LEEC 0.05447 
0.4542 
191 
LEER -0.15596 
0.0312 
191 
SelfD 0.00176 
Comp 0.9807 
191 
LHasc -0.16061 
0.0264 
191 
Femin 0.50628 
0.0001 
191 
MONEY -0.06062 
0.4049 
191 
PROGUP 0.12390 
0.0877 
191 
HS1 0.42837 
0.0001 
194 
HS2 -0.06173 
0.3925 
194 
HS3 0.19558 
0.0063 
194 
HS4 0.06632 
0.3582 
194 
0.16729 0.14516 
0.0207 0.0451 
191 191 
0.00495 -0.12916 
0.9458 0.0749 
191 191 
0.19645 0.11313 
0.0065 0.1192 
191 191 
0.21074 0.03113 
0.0034 0.6690 
191 191 
0.07280 -0.07731 
0.3169 0.2877 
191 191 
0.18631 0.07688 
0.0099 0.2905 
191 191 
0.21844 0.00888 
0.0024 0.9030 
191 191 
-0.04008 -0.19059 
0.5820 0.0083 
191 191 
-0.26917 0.04227 
0.0002 0.5615 
191 191 
-0.45313 -0.07875 
0.0001 0.2789 
191 191 
0.08693 0.20016 
0.2318 0.0055 
191 191 
-0.12586 -0.15612 
0.0828 0.0310 
191 191 
0.18354 0.04708 
0.0110 0.5178 
191 191 
0.89912 0.55875 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.09620 -0.18261 
0.1821 0.0108 
194 194 
0.14177 0.14281 
0.0486 0.0470 
194 194 
0.07440 -0.28799 
0.3026 0.0001 
194 194 
0.15976 -0.09811 
0.0273 0.1769 
191 191 
0.06136 0.17330 
0.3991 0.0165 
191 191 
0.21581 -0.07459 
0.0027 0.3051 
191 191 
0.22822 •0.02218 
0.0015 0.7608 
191 191 
0.09420 0.16491 
0.1949 0.0226 
191 191 
0.18437 •0.02945 
0.0107 0.6859 
191 191 
0.24746 0.04609 
0.0006 0.5266 
191 191 
0.00821 0.12098 
0.9102 0.0955 
191 191 
-0.28870 -0.04530 
0.0001 0.5337 
191 191 
-0.39612 -0.05176 
0.0001 0.4770 
191 191 
0.19212 -0.02158 
0.0078 0.7670 
191 191 
-0.11167 0.12637 
0.1240 0.0815 
191 191 
0.23277 0.00745 
0.0012 0.9186 
191 191 
0.71064 -0.38632 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.25065 0.27340 
0.0004 0.0001 
194 194 
0.30057 0.23195 
0.0001 0.0011 
194 194 
0.16255 0.21086 
0.0235 0.0032 
194 194 
0.14767 •0.00004 
0.0415 0.9996 
191 181 
0.07796 -0.05170 
0.2837 0.4894 
191 181 
0.27169 •0.04123 
0.0001 0.5816 
191 181 
0.26373 0.03442 
0.0002 0.6455 
191 181 
0.15699 •0.03708 
0.0301 0.6202 
191 181 
0.18752 0.06440 
0.0094 0.3891 
191 181 
0.29336 0.02605 
0.0001 0.7277 
191 181 
0.05580 -0.14975 
0.4433 0.0442 
191 181 
-0.38028 •0.01128 
0.0001 0.8802 
191 181 
•0.35294 •0.02511 
0.0001 0.7372 
191 181 
0.15041 0.02218 
0.0378 0.7670 
191 181 
•0.09037 -0.19458 
0.2138 0.0087 
191 181 
0.34792 -0.26507 
0.0001 0.0003 
191 181 
0.73698 0.13787 
0.0001 0.0665 
194 178 
0.31223 -0.15744 
0.0001 0.0358 
194 178 
0.32176 -0.03370 
0.0001 0.6552 
194 178 
0.17516 •0.14051 
0.0146 0.0614 
194 178 
0.10102 0.01641 
0.1772 0.8270 
180 180 
0.02321 0.07713 
0.7571 0.3034 
180 180 
0.11286 -0.02194 
0.1314 0.7701 
180 180 
0.09279 0.00822 
0.2154 0.9128 
180 180 
0.02104 0.04114 
0.7793 0.5835 
180 180 
0.13410 -0.00016 
0.0727 0.9983 
180 180 
0.07514 0.00703 
0.3161 0.9254 
180 180 
-0.09165 -0.06617 
0.2211 0.3775 
180 180 
-0.03596 0.00354 
0.6318 0.9624 
180 180 
-0.02344 0.08354 
0.7548 0.2649 
180 180 
0.04557 -0.02944 
0.5435 0.6948 
180 180 
0.19551 0.07751 
0.0085 0,3010 
180 180 
0.14417 0.00949 
0.0535 0.8994 
180 180 
0.03633 -0.08776 
0.6311 0.2454 
177 177 
0.09754 0.02087 
0.1965 0.7828 
177 177 
0.06471 -0.13492 
0.3922 0.0734 
177 177 
0.00211 -0.03174 
0.9778 0.6749 
177 177 
-0.13182 0.09434 
0.0857 0.2508 
171 150 
-0.06795 -0.06299 
0.3772 0.4438 
171 150 
-0.10599 0.05684 
0.1677 0.4897 
171 150 
-0,15901 0.06858 
0.0378 0.4043 
171 150 
-0,10339 -0.02664 
0,1784 0.7462 
171 150 
-0.17603 -0.04877 
0.0213 0,5534 
171 150 
-0,15558 0,01195 
0,0422 0,8846 
171 150 
-0,07671 0,12514 
0,3186 0.1271 
171 150 
0,20723 -0.08029 
0,0065 0.3287 
171 150 
0,06735 -0.11683 
0.3814 0.1545 
171 ISO 
0.01850 -0.07374 
0.8102 0.3698 
171 150 
-0.18882 -0.00213 
0.0134 0.9794 
171 150 
-0.09705 0.13798 
0.2067 0.0922 
171 150 
-0.04715 0.20077 
0.5439 0.0148 
168 147 
-0.06560 0.10380 
0.3982 0.2109 
168 147 
-0.01421 -0.09322 
0.8550 0.2614 
168 147 
•0.08162 -0.13450 
0.2929 0.1043 
168 147 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SCIO sell SC12 SC13 SC14 SC15 TENURE CSALE CLABOR QSCRATE SI 
HS5 0.10389 
0.1494 
194 
SCI 0.37698 
0.0001 
194 
SC2 0.58043 
0.0001 
194 
SC3 0.17027 
0.0176 
194 
SC4 0.52604 
0.0001 
194 
ses 0.30994 
0.0001 
194 
SC6 0.23663 
0.0009 
194 
SC7 -0.00149 
0.9835 
194 
sea 0.69824 
0.0001 
194 
SC9 0.18134 
0.0114 
194 
SCIO 1.00000 
0.0 
194 
sell 0.44651 
0.0001 
194 
SC12 0.44630 
0.0001 
194 
SC13 0.48560 
0.0001 
194 
SC14 -0.16363 
0.0226 
194 
SC15 0.33997 
0.0001 
194 
TENURE 0.09944 
0.1866 
178 
0.03195 0.06033 
0.6583 0.4034 
194 194 
0.48392 0.33590 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.45139 0.60618 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.19390 -0.01717 
0.0067 0.8122 
194 194 
0.94472 0.58293 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.35650 0.77171 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.65811 0.27104 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.03771 -0.25485 
0.6016 0.0003 
194 194 
0.45197 0.42744 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.15494 0.16617 
0.0310 0.0206 
194 194 
0.44651 0.44630 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
1.00000 0.53829 
0.0 0.0001 
194 194 
0.53829 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
194 194 
0.80416 0.52288 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
-0.37687 -0.34756 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.73352 0.48084 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.11056 0.18958 
0.1418 0.0113 
178 178 
0.09972 0.29796 
0.1665 0.0001 
194 194 
0.45193 -0.06869 
0.0001 0.3413 
194 194 
0.41303 -0.15671 
0.0001 0.0291 
194 194 
0.36262 0.26154 
0.0001 0.0002 
194 194 
0.79162 -0.37864 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.37112 -0.30033 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.63702 -0.08257 
0.0001 0.2524 
194 194 
0.17325 0.32542 
0.0157 0.0001 
194 194 
0.54436 -0.04061 
0.0001 0.5740 
194 194 
0.31330 0.23650 
0.0001 0.0009 
194 194 
0.48560 -0.16363 
0.0001 0.0226 
194 194 
0.80416 -0.37687 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
0.52288 -0.34756 
0.0001 0.0001 
194 194 
1.00000 -0.17252 
0.0 0.0162 
194 194 
-0.17252 1.00000 
0.0162 0.0 
194 194 
0.77411 -0.13982 
0.0001 0.0518 
194 194 
0.06880 -0.13751 
0.3615 0.0672 
178 178 
0.21981 0.00137 
0.0021 0.9855 
194 178 
0.57353 0.04881 
0.0001 0.5176 
194 178 
0.46961 0.12540 
0.0001 0.0954 
194 178 
0.40466 -0.17591 
0.0001 0.0188 
194 178 
0.65958 0.13435 
0.0001 0.0738 
194 178 
0.38383 0.15938 
0.0001 0.0336 
194 178 
0.83204 -0.04638 
0.0001 0.5387 
194 178 
0.24982 -0.21019 
0.0004 0.0049 
194 178 
0.52074 0.09304 
0.0001 0.2167 
194 178 
0.33215 -0.00323 
0.0001 0.9659 
194 178 
0.33997 0.09944 
0.0001 0.1866 
194 178 
0.73352 0.11056 
0.0001 0.1418 
194 178 
0.48084 0.18958 
0.0001 0.0113 
194 178 
0.77411 0.06880 
0.0001 0.3615 
194 178 
•0.13982 -0.13751 
0.0518 0.0672 
194 178 
1.00000 -0.03357 
0.0 0.6564 
194 178 
-0.03357 1.00000 
0.6564 0.0 
178 460 
-0.01868 -0.01971 
0.8051 0.7945 
177 177 
-0.03714 -0.07806 
0.6236 0.3017 
177 177 
0.01757 -0.08642 
0.8165 0.2527 
177 177 
0.11935 •0.04256 
0.1136 0.5738 
177 177 
0.02492 •0.08337 
0.7420 0.2699 
177 177 
-0.04308 0.03372 
0.5692 0.6559 
177 177 
0.03067 •0.04746 
0.6853 0.5305 
177 177 
0.03778 0.03186 
0.6176 0.6737 
177 177 
-0.02880 -0.14929 
0.7036 0.0473 
177 177 
0.10493 -0.12872 
0.1646 0.0877 
177 177 
0.05383 -0.06733 
0.4767 0.3732 
177 177 
0.02042 -0.09357 
0.7873 0.2155 
177 177 
-0.07164 -0.06771 
0.3433 0.3705 
177 177 
0.05302 -0.10254 
0.4834 0.1744 
177 177 
-0.04101 -0.04854 
0.5878 0.5211 
177 177 
0.07611 •0.08015 
0.3140 0.2889 
177 177 
-0.04522 •0.05674 
0.3348 0.2260 
457 457 
0.19066 0.07931 
0.0133 0.3396 
168 147 
0.12305 0.08714 
0.1120 0.2940 
168 147 
•0.05260 0.09288 
0.4983 0.2632 
168 147 
-0.03470 •0.08764 
0.6552 0.2912 
168 147 
•0.01163 0.18934 
0.8811 0.0216 
168 147 
0.18861 0.15133 
0.0143 0.0673 
168 147 
-0.04552 0.18358 
0.5579 0.0260 
168 147 
•0.07548 •0.00448 
0.3309 0.9570 
168 147 
0.12134 0.06638 
0.1172 0.4244 
168 147 
•0.00356 •0.04202 
0.9634 0.6133 
168 147 
0.01835 0.01479 
0.8134 0.8589 
168 147 
•0.05122 0.22592 
0.5097 0.0059 
168 147 
0.09247 0.17100 
0.2332 0.0384 
168 147 
0.01190 0.17347 
0.8783 0.0356 
168 147 
0.06952 •0.10744 
0.3705 0.1952 
168 147 
0.01686 0.19884 
0.8283 0.0158 
168 147 
0.09336 0.10368 
0.0501 0.2178 
441 143 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
SC10 sell SC12 SC13 SCU SC15 ' TENURE CSALE CLABOR QSCRATE SI 
CSALE 0.05383 
0.4767 
177 
CLABOR -0.06733 
0.3732 
177 
QSCRATE 0.01835 
0.8134 
168 
51 0.01479 
0.8589 
147 
52 0.07319 
0.3783 
147 
53 -0.03326 
0.6892 
147 
54 0.01556 
0.8516 
147 
55 0.00484 
0.9538 
146 
56 -0.11195 
0.1847 
142 
57 -0.10137 
0.2300 
142 
58 -0.13963 
0.0975 
142 
59 -0.12663 
0.1332 
142 
S10 -0.13756 
0.1026 
142 
0.02042 -0.07164 
0.7873 0.3433 
177 177 
-0.09357 -0.06771 
0.2155 0.3705 
177 177 
-0.05122 0.09247 
0.5097 0.2332 
168 168 
0.22592 0.17100 
0.0059 0.0384 
147 147 
0.24871 0.16831 
0.0024 0.0416 
147 147 
0.07734 0.00532 
0.3518 0.9490 
147 147 
0.24589 0.16199 
0.0027 0.0500 
147 147 
0.29605 0.16700 
0.0003 0.0439 
146 146 
0.12534 0.02355 
0.1372 0.7808 
142 142 
0.08318 0.03417 
0.3250 0.6865 
142 142 
0.08506 0.02146 
0.3142 0.7999 
142 142 
0.03781 0.10600 
0.6551 0.2093 
142 142 
0.10786 0.02755 
0.2014 0.7449 
142 142 
0.05302 -0.04101 
0.4834 0.5878 
177 177 
-0.10254 -0.04854 
0.1744 0.5211 
177 177 
0.01190 0.06952 
0.8783 0.3705 
168 168 
0.17347 -0.10744 
0.0356 0.1952 
147 147 
0.17795 -0.15882 
0.0311 0.0547 
147 147 
0.01477 -0.08008 
0.8590 0.3350 
147 147 
0.22788 -0.09592 
0.0055 0.2478 
147 147 
0.19897 -0.15244 
0.0161 0.0662 
146 146 
0.13141 0.05115 
0.1190 0.5455 
142 142 
0.11659 0.11880 
0.1670 0.1591 
142 142 
0.08169 0.03830 
0.3338 0.6509 
142 142 
0.04941 -0.03608 
0.5592 0.6699 
142 142 
0.11701 0.04630 
0.1655 0.5843 
142 142 
0.07611 -0.04522 
0.3140 0.3348 
177 457 
-0.08015 -0.05674 
0.2889 0.2260 
177 457 
0.01686 0.09336 
0.8283 0.0501 
168 441 
0.19884 0.10368 
0.0158 0.2178 
147 143 
0.16084 0.00840 
0.0516 0.9207 
147 143 
0.03852 -0.02909 
0.6432 0.7301 
147 143 
0.23812 0.16052 
0.0037 0.0555 
147 143 
0.22347 0.08449 
0.0067 0.3175 
146 142 
0.17446 0.03234 
0.0378 0.7075 
142 137 
0.16480 0.04531 
0.0500 0.5991 
142 137 
0.10038 -0.01018 
0.2346 0.9060 
142 137 
0.07104 -0.02410 
0.4008 0.7798 
142 137 
0.14779 0.03096 
0.0792 0.7195 
142 137 
1.00000 0.27425 
0.0 0.0001 
466 466 
0.27425 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
466 466 
0.03222 -0.07307 
0.4958 0.1221 
449 449 
0.04483 -0.02388 
0.5963 0.7779 
142 142 
0.07203 0.07780 
0.3943 0.3574 
142 142 
0.08243 -0.12857 
0.3295 0.1273 
142 142 
-0.01306 -0,15919 
0.8774 0.0585 
142 142 
0.06173 -0.13392 
0.4672 0.1134 
141 141 
0.04644 -0.20705 
0.5914 0.0156 
136 136 
-0.00255 -0.16227 
0.9765 0.0591 
136 136 
0.01797 -0.13684 
0.8355 0.1122 
136 136 
0.05838 -0.18987 
0.4996 0.0268 
136 136 
0.02295 -0.10528 
0.7909 0.2225 
136 136 
0.03222 0.04483 
0.4958 0.5963 
449 142 
-0.07307 -0.02388 
0.1221 0.7779 
449 142 
1.00000 0.24307 
0.0 0.0048 
450 133 
0.24307 1.00000 
0.0048 0.0 
133 155 
0.25154 0.64216 
0.0035 0.0001 
133 155 
0.07808 0.45786 
0.3717 0.0001 
133 155 
0.20576 0.43209 
0.0175 0.0001 
133 155 
0.24213 0.79114 
0.0052 0.0001 
132 154 
0.14651 0.51099 
0.1003 0.0001 
127 149 
0.11293 0.35706 
0.2062 0.0001 
127 149 
0.03557 0.40331 
0.6913 0.0001 
127 149 
0.19333 0.53259 
0.0294 0.0001 
127 149 
0.13101 0.33035 
0.1421 0.0001 
127 149 
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Table G2. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 510 
SEX 0.05669 
0.4835 
155 
AGE 0.05503 
0.5050 
149 
EDUC -0.02100 
0.8341 
102 
PAOH 0.08415 
0.3059 
150 
PAOF -0.05017 
0.5421 
150 
PAQHF 0.08758 
0.2865 
150 
Comp -0.06121 
0.4568 
150 
Affect -0.08683 
0.2907 
150 
Win -0.14430 
0.0781 
150 
Beat -0.00688 
0.9334 
150 
Recog 0.03306 
0.6880 
ISO 
PurExc -0.08480 
0.3022 
ISO 
Work 0.04014 
0.6257 
150 
Task -0.17345 
0.0338 
150 
Mastery -0.06718 
0.4140 
150 
UOFOC -0.08187 
0.3193 
150 
UOFOH -0.03186 
0.6987 
150 
0.01297 -0.10639 
0.8727 0.1877 
155 155 
-0.00112 0.21931 
0.9892 0.0072 
149 149 
0.03880 -0.00682 
0.6986 0.9458 
102 102 
-0.04503 0.11018 
0.5842 0.1795 
ISO 150 
-0.09129 -0.1462S 
0.2666 0.0741 
150 ISO 
0.04138 0.16076 
0.6151 0.0494 
150 ISO 
-0.00597 0.00830 
0.9422 0.9197 
150 ISO 
-0.11094 -0.00322 
0.1765 0.9688 
150 ISO 
-0.12703 -0.04807 
0.1214 0.5S91 
150 ISO 
0.03962 0.01919 
0.6302 0.8157 
150 150 
0.05013 -0.03175 
0.S424 0.6997 
150 ISO 
-0.09409 -0.09752 
0.2521 0.23S2 
ISO ISO 
0.00914 -0.03154 
0.9116 0.7016 
150 ISO 
-0.04159 -0.19457 
0.6133 0.0170 
150 150 
0.05976 -0.09284 
0.4676 0.2585 
ISO ISO 
-0.04116 0.01455 
0.6170 0.8597 
ISO ISO 
0.02931 -0.01637 
0.7218 0.8424 
150 150 
0.01505 -0.00987 
0.8530 0.9049 
154 149 
0.03S74 -0.04720 
0.6663 0.S757 
148 143 
-0.07192 -0.17866 
0.4748 0.0784 
101 98 
0.10777 0.18375 
0.1908 0.0275 
149 144 
-0.1370S -0.09373 
0.0956 0.2638 
149 144 
0.11S6S 0.06609 
0.1602 0.4312 
149 144 
0.03274 0.13156 
0.6918 0.1160 
149 144 
-0.01722 0.09914 
0.8349 0.2371 
149 144 
-0.10115 0.09778 
0.2197 0.2437 
149 144 
0.03185 0.05690 
0.6998 0.4981 
149 144 
0.09188 0.13003 
0.2651 0.1203 
149 144 
-0.06060 -0.04544 
0.4629 0.5887 
149 144 
0.11218 0.12180 
0.1732 0.14S9 
149 144 
-0.14870 -0.06073 
0.0703 0.4697 
149 144 
-0.01798 0.04083 
0.8277 0.6271 
149 144 
0.03816 0.14681 
0.6440 0.0791 
149 144 
0.01960 0.08527 
0.8124 0.3095 
149 144 
-0.04253 -0.12120 
0.6066 0.1409 
149 149 
0.00300 -0.06736 
0.9716 0.4241 
143 143 
-0.08705 -0.17017 
0.3940 0.0939 
98 98 
0.16302 0.13128 
0.0509 0.1168 
144 144 
-0.03770 -0.07306 
0.6537 0.3842 
144 144 
0.07854 0.06652 
0.3494 0.4282 
144 144 
0.08502 0.13565 
0.3110 0.1050 
144 144 
0.07151 0.07321 
0.3943 0.3832 
144 144 
0.06723 0.10668 
0.4233 0.2032 
144 144 
-0.01060 0.06043 
0.8997 0.4718 
144 144 
0.11739 0.11457 
0.1611 0.1715 
144 144 
-0.01665 -0.07S13 
0.8430 0.3708 
144 144 
0.10599 0.09855 
0.2061 0.2399 
144 144 
•0.00349 -0.09639 
0.9669 0.2S04 
144 144 
-0.01431 0.03843 
0.8649 0.6474 
144 144 
0.10267 0.15963 
0.2208 0.0560 
144 144 
0.04327 0.08233 
0.6066 0.3266 
144 144 
0.07786 -0.07988 
0.3452 0.3328 
149 149 
-0.05204 -0.06942 
0.S371 0.4100 
143 143 
-0.03169 0.01151 
0.7567 0.9105 
98 98 
-0.02623 0.11231 
0.7SS0 0.1802 
144 144 
-0.08181 -0.13263 
0.3297 0.1130 
144 144 
-0.00042 0.08563 
0.9960 0.3075 
144 144 
-0.02779 0.10920 
0.7409 0.1926 
144 144 
-0.13495 0.04993 
0.1068 0.5523 
144 144 
-0.01433 0.06732 
0.8646 0.4227 
144 144 
0.02355 0.08108 
0.7793 0.3340 
144 144 
0.01604 0.13739 
0.8487 0.1006 
144 144 
-0.15017 -0.06270 
0.0724 0.4553 
144 144 
0.08164 0.03891 
0.3307 0.6433 
144 144 
-0.09587 0.00299 
0.2530 0.9716 
144 144 
-0.07779 0.03708 
0.3540 0.6590 
144 144 
-0.00641 0.12918 
0.9392 0.1228 
144 144 
-0.03009 0.09991 
0.7203 0.2335 
144 144 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 
UOFOU 0.00908 -0.00027 -0.07387 0.04777 0.05181 0.07250 0.02991 -0.01670 0.04562 
0.9122 0.9974 0.3690 0.5629 0.5374 0.3878 0.7219 0.8425 0.5872 
ISO 150 150 149 144 144 144 144 144 
GPI -0.12922 -0.06580 0.02078 -0.06812 0.01021 -0.00634 0.04197 -0.07838 -0.02052 
0.1150 0.4237 0.8008 0.4091 0.9034 0.9399 0.6175 0.3504 0.8071 
150 150 150 149 144 144 144 144 144 
GPG -0.09600 -0.04379 -0.07236 0.01537 0.12174 0.10773 0.06263 -0.02994 0.09021 
0.2426 0.5947 0.3789 0.8524 0.1461 0.1987 0.4558 0.7217 0.2823 
150 150 150 149 144 144 144 144 144 
GILLC -0.04745 -0.07864 0.01469 0.04063 0.15446 0.10852 0.12061 -0.08116 0.06468 
0.5642 0.3388 0.8584 0.6227 0.0645 0.1954 0.1499 0.3335 0.4412 
150 150 150 149 144 144 144 144 144 
GILLU -0.08820 
0.2831 
150 
-0.10437 
0.2037 
150 
-0.05223 
0.5256 
150 
-0.07682 
0.3517 
149 
0.03666 
0.6626 
144 
0.04437 
0.5974 
144 
0.07956 
0.3432 
144 
-0.03013 
0.7200 
144 
0.01468 
0.8613 
144 
GILLG -0.10195 
0.2145 
150 
-0.10762 
0.1899 
150 
-0.04929 
0.S492 
150 
-0.03016 
0.7150 
149 
0.00452 
0.9571 
144 
0.03070 
0.7149 
144 
•0.05737 
0.4946 
144 
-0.10869 
0.1947 
144 
-0.04919 
0.5582 
144 
lEEC -0.06418 
0.4352 
150 
-0.13111 
0.1098 
150 
0.02473 
0.7639 
ISO 
-0.01216 
0.8830 
149 
0.15746 
0.0594 
144 
0.12410 
0.1383 
144 
0.13564 
0.1050 
144 
-0.09632 
0.2508 
144 
0.11258 
0.1791 
144 
LEER 0.00368 
0.9643 
150 
0.11112 
0.1758 
150 
-0.00671 
0.9350 
150 
0.12008 
0.1447 
149 
0.17605 
0.0348 
144 
0.11686 
0.1630 
144 
0.17814 
0.0327 
144 
-0.02665 
0.7512 
144 
0.17088 
0.0406 
144 
SelfD 
Comp 
0.00755 
0.9269 
150 
-0.00724 
0.9300 
150 
-0.08249 
0.3156 
150 
-0.07440 
0.3672 
149 
-0.27420 
0.0009 
144 
-0.24067 
0.0037 
144 
-0.22056 
0.0079 
144 
-0.02173 
0.7960 
144 
-0.20885 
0.0120 
144 
LHasc -0.14867 
0.0694 
150 
-0.03771 
0.6468 
150 
-0.19616 
0.0161 
150 
-0.15822 
0.0539 
149 
-0.02754 
0.7432 
144 
-0.03726 
0.6575 
144 
-0.01975 
0.8142 
144 
-0.01685 
0.8411 
144 
-0.03660 
0.6632 
144 
Fentin -0.05468 
0.5063 
ISO 
-0.12319 
0.1331 
150 
-0.11995 
0.1437 
150 
-0.13694 
0.0958 
149 
-0.11278 
0.1783 
144 
-0.07591 
0.3659 
144 
-0.10543 
0.2085 
144 
-0.14714 
0.0784 
144 
-0.15570 
0.0624 
144 
HONEY 0.02592 
0.7529 
150 
0.10485 
0.2016 
150 
0.04886 
0.5527 
150 
0.07355 
0.3727 
149 
-0.06739 
0.4222 
144 
-0.02537 
0.7628 
144 
-0.08546 
0.3085 
144 
-0.09876 
0.2389 
144 
-0.10350 
0.2170 
144 
PROGUP 0.15437 
0.0593 
150 
0.09631 
0.2410 
150 
0.10465 
0.2025 
150 
0.14516 
0.0773 
149 
0.18303 
0.0281 
144 
0.21779 
0.0087 
144 
0.16784 
0.0443 
144 
0.14250 
0.0884 
144 
0.12291 
0.1422 
144 
HS1 0.20857 
0.0112 
147 
0.05608 
0.4999 
147 
0.24850 
0.0024 
. 147 
0.25311 
0.0021 
146 
0.08122 
0.3366 
142 
0.05831 
0.4906 
142 
0.03943 
0.6413 
142 
0.02768 
0.7437 
142 
0.04196 
0.6200 
142 
HSZ 0.12377 
0.1353 
147 
0.17355 
0.0355 
147 
0.10750 
0.1950 
147 
0.11289 
0.1749 
146 
0.08954 
0.2893 
142 
0.06557 
0.4382 
142 
0.05647 
0.5044 
142 
0.01628 
0.8475 
142 
0.18911 
0.0242 
142 
HS3 -0.14064 
0.0893 
147 
0.02425 
0.7707 
147 
0.10670 
0.1984 
147 
-0.07099 
0.3945 
146 
0.00997 
0.9063 
142 
0.03968 
0.6392 
142 
0.03028 
0.7205 
142 
0.03443 
0.6842 
142 
0.04428 
0.6008 
142 
HS4 -0.16931 
0.0404 
147 
-0.08915 
0.2829 
147 
-0.00132 
0.9874 
147 
-0.05874 
0.4813 
146 
0.03210 
0.7045 
142 
0.03902 
0.6447 
142 
0.00502 
0.9527 
142 
-0.15030 
0.0742 
142 
-0.01099 
0.8967 
142 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
S2 S3 S4 SS S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 
HS5 0.09114 
0.2723 
147 
SCI 0.16765 
0.0424 
147 
SC2 0.03273 
0.6939 
147 
SC3 -0.13045 
0.1153 
147 
SC4 0.21860 
0.0078 
147 
SC5 0.25832 
0.0016 
147 
SC6 0.17157 
0.0377 
147 
SC7 -0.03352 
0.6869 
147 
sea 0.12594 
0.1285 
147 
SC9 -0.13162 
0.1120 
147 
SCIO 0.07319 
0.3783 
147 
sen 0.24871 
0.0024 
147 
SC12 0.16831 
0.0416 
147 
Sei3 0.17795 
0.0311 
147 
SC14 -0.15882 
0.0547 
147 
SC15 0.16084 
0.0516 
147 
TENURE 0.00840 
0.9207 
143 
0.00454 0.04838 
0.9565 0.5606 
147 147 
-0.04919 0.12216 
0.5541 0.1405 
147 147 
-0.01835 0.08188 
0.8254 0.3241 
147 147 
0.02958 -0.00361 
0.7221 0.9654 
147 147 
0.06153 0.23691 
0.4591 0.0039 
147 147 
0.04914 0.15705 
0,5545 0.0575 
147 147 
0.09181 0.23060 
0.2688 0.0050 
147 147 
0.02551 0.03102 
0.7591 0.7092 
147 147 
-0.01951 0.09363 
0.8146 0.2593 
147 147 
-0.06717 0.12434 
0.4189 0.1335 
147 147 
-0.03326 0.01556 
0.6892 0.8516' 
147 147 
0.07734 0.24589 
0.3518 0.0027 
147 147 
0.00532 0.16199 
0.9490 0.0500 
147 147 
0.01477 0.22788 
0.8590 0.0055 
147 147 
-0.08008 -0.09592 
0.3350 0.2478 
147 147 
0.03852 0.23812 
0.6432 0.0037 
147 147 
-0.02909 0.16052 
0.7301 0.0555 
143 143 
0.10837 0.11104 
0.1929 0.1883 
146 142 
0.10983 -0.05236 
0.1869 0.5360 
146 142 
0.11472 -0.02461 
0.1680 0.7712 
146 142 
-0.06610 -0.00153 
0.4279 0.9856 
146 142 
0.25329 0.08482 
0.0020 0.3155 
146 142 
0.13641 0.03173 
0.1006 0.7078 
146 142 
0.20824 0.19849 
0.0117 0.0179 
146 142 
0.00743 0.05751 
0.9290 0.4966 
146 142 
0.09571 0.03495 
0.2505 0.6797 
146 142 
-0.06084 0.06647 
0.4657 0.4319 
146 142 
0.00484 -0.11195 
0.9538 0.1847 
146 142 
0.29605 0.12534 
0.0003 0.1372 
146 142 
0.16700 0.02355 
0.0439 0.7808 
146 142 
0.19897 0.13141 
0.0161 0.1190 
146 142 
-0.15244 0.05115 
0.0662 0.5455 
146 142 
0.22347 0.17446 
0.0067 0.0378 
146 142 
0.08449 0.03234 
0.3175 0.7075 
142 137 
0.15602 0.05673 
0.0637 0.5025 
142 142 
-0.00292 -0.08235 
0.9725 0.3299 
142 142 
0.03923 -0.05926 
0.6429 0.4836 
142 142 
0.03553 0.04336 
0.6746 0.6084 
142 142 
0.05311 0.05869 
0.5302 0.4878 
142 142 
0.05268 0.03886 
0.5335 0.6461 
142 142 
0.18209 0.11989 
0.0301 0.1553 
142 142 
0.05556 0.04934 
0.5113 0.5598 
142 142 
0.04433 -0.03928 
0.6004 0.6425 
142 142 
0.03222 0.03235 
0.7034 0.7023 
142 142 
-0.10137 •0.13963 
0.2300 0.0975 
142 142 
0.08318 0.08506 
0.3250 0.3142 
142 142 
0.03417 0.02146 
0.6865 0.7999 
142 142 
0.11659 0.08169 
0.1670 0.3338 
142 142 
0.11880 0.03830 
0.1591 0.6509 
142 142 
0.16480 0.10038 
0.0500 0.2346 
142 142 
0.04531 •0.01018 
0.5991 0.9060 
137 137 
0.08736 0.07041 
0.3012 0.4050 
142 142 
-0.07552 -0.04776 
0.3717 0.5725 
142 142 
-0.01485 -0.03811 
0.8608 0.6525 
142 142 
-0.01572 0.03179 
0.8527 0.7072 
142 142 
0.02269 0.06652 
0.7887 0.4316 
142 142 
0.11313 0.05204 
0.1801 0.5385 
142 142 
0.04375 0.20508 
0.6052 0.0144 
142 142 
-0.13442 0.09556 
0.1107 0.2579 
142 142 
-0.00965 -0.02752 
0.9093 0.7451 
142 142 
-0.02565 0.04622 
0.7618 0.5850 
142 142 
-0.12663 -0.13756 
0.1332 0.1026 
142 142 
0.03781 0.10786 
0.6551 0.2014 
142 142 
0.10600 0.02755 
0.2093 0.7449 
142 142 
0.04941 0.11701 
0.5592 0.1655 
142 142 
-0.03608 0.04630 
0.6699 0.5843 
142 142 
0.07104 0.14779 
0.4008 0.0792 
142 142 
-0.02410 0.03096 
0.7798 0.7195 
137 137 
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Table 02. Intercorrelations between the predictors and the criteria (continued) 
S2 S3 S4 35 S6 87 58 S9 S10 
CSAIE 0.07203 
0.3943 
142 
CLABOR 0.07780 
0.3574 
142 
QSCRATE 0.25154 
0.0035 
133 
51 0.64216 
0.0001 
155 
52 1.00000 
0.0 
155 
53 0.44846 
0.0001 
155 
54 0.31110 
0.0001 
155 
55 0.73292 
0.0001 
154 
56 0.25155 
0.0020 
149 
57 0.18295 
0.0255 
149 
58 0.25888 
0.0014 
149 
59 0.47253 
0.0001 
149 
S10 0.19158 
0.0193 
149 
0.08243 -0.01306 
0.3295 0.8774 
142 142 
-0.12857 -0.15919 
0.1273 0.0585 
142 142 
0.07808 0.20576 
0.3717 0.0175 
133 133 
0.45786 0.43209 
0.0001 0.0001 
155 155 
0.44846 0.31110 
0.0001 0.0001 
155 155 
1.00000 0.33680 
0.0 0.0001 
155 155 
0.33680 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
155 155 
0.64257 0.62483 
0.0001 0.0001 
154 154 
0.38447 0.29993 
0.0001 0.0002 
149 149 
0.32316 0.24772 
0.0001 0.0023 
149 149 
0.31220 0.25911 
0.0001 0.0014 
149 149 
0.43375 0.38316 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.28816 0.21579 
0.0004 0.0082 
149 149 
0.06173 0.04644 
0.4672 0.5914 
141 136 
-0.13392 -0.20705 
0.1134 0.0156 
141 136 
0.24213 0.14651 
0.0052 0.1003 
132 127 
0.79114 0.51099 
0.0001 0.0001 
154 149 
0.73292 0.25155 
0.0001 0.0020 
154 149 
0.64257 0.38447 
0.0001 0.0001 
154 149 
0.62483 0.29993 
0.0001 0.0002 
154 149 
1.00000 0.50288 
0.0 0.0001 
154 149 
0.50288 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
149 149 
0.38013 0.76926 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.44958 0.79700 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.58686 0.55543 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.37279 0.71015 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
-0.00255 0.01797 
0.9765 0.8355 
136 136 
-0.16227 -0.13684 
0.0591 0.1122 
136 136 
0.11293 0.03557 
0.2062 0.6913 
127 127 
0.35706 0.40331 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.18295 0.25888 
0.0255 0.0014 
149 149 
0.32316 0.31220 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.24772 0.25911 
0.0023 0.0014 
149 149 
0.38013 0.44950 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.76926 0.79700 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
1.00000 0.72817 
0.0 0.0001 
149 149 
0.72817 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
149 149 
0.46469 0.52629 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.72385 0.71456 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.05838 0.02295 
0.4996 0.7909 
136 136 
-0.18987 -0.10528 
0.0268 0.2225 
136 136 
0.19333 0.13101 
0.0294 0.1421 
127 127 
0.53259 0.33035 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.47253 0.19158 
0.0001 0.0193 
149 149 
0.43375 0.28816 
0.0001 0.0004 
149 149 
0.38316 0.21579 
0.0001 0.0082 
149 149 
0.58686 0.37279 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.55543 0.71015 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.46469 0.72385 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
0.52629 0.71456 
0.0001 0.0001 
149 149 
1.00000 0.40811 
0.0 0.0001 
149 149 
0.40811 1.00000 
0.0001 0.0 
149 149 
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APPENDIX H. 
MULTI-TRAIT MULTI-OCCASION MATRIX 
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Table HI. Multi-trait, Multi-Occasion Matrix for annualized turnover, cost of sales as a percentage of net sales, cost 
of labor as a percentage of net sales and semi-variable costs as a percentage of net sales for yearly 
periods,l1,12, and 13 
Criteria Annual Annual Annual CSale CSale CSale CLabor CLabor CLabor CSemi CSemi CSemi 
11 12 13 11 12 13 11 12 13 11 12 13 
Annualll 
— 
.07 .15 .08 .14 .16 .10 .12 .02 .01 .00 
Annual12 \ .20 .06 la -.06 .05 .M .13 .02 •QZ .08 
Annual13 
— 
.09 .14 .02. .16 .14 •la .05 .09 .02 
CSalel 1 
— 
s^26 .45 .aa .16 .07 .&6 .04 -.14 
CSale12 
• I I . .27 .17 •2a .15 .04 .16 -.02 
CSalel 3 .16 .13 .12 .03 .07 -.04 
CLaborll 
— 
Ss70 .65 .22 .23 .21 
CLabor12 S^72 .23 .a2 .18 
CLabor13 .21 .31 32 
CSemill ^ .20 .31 
CSemi12 . .09 
CSemi13 
Note. N=471. 
